Wolfenstein parameters in neutron proton scattering. by Gibson, Donald Robert.
WOLFENSTEIN PARAMETERS 
IN NEUTRON PROTON SCATTERING
by
Donald Robert Gibson
A thesis submitted to the 
Faculty of Mathematical and Physical Sciences 
of the University of Surrey 
in requirement for the degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy
February 1979
ProQuest Number: 10798479
All rights reserved
INFORMATION TO ALL USERS 
The qua lity  of this reproduction  is d e p e n d e n t upon the qua lity  of the copy subm itted.
In the unlikely e ve n t that the au tho r did not send a co m p le te  m anuscrip t 
and there are missing pages, these will be no ted . Also, if m ateria l had to be rem oved,
a no te  will ind ica te  the de le tion .
uest
ProQuest 10798479
Published by ProQuest LLC(2018). C opyrigh t of the Dissertation is held by the Author.
All rights reserved.
This work is protected aga inst unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States C o de
M icroform  Edition © ProQuest LLC.
ProQuest LLC.
789 East Eisenhower Parkway 
P.O. Box 1346 
Ann Arbor, Ml 4 81 06 - 1346
Abstract
The Wolfenstein (or triple scattering) parameter and the 
polarization in neutron proton scattering has been measured in the 
"intermediate” energy region at the TRIUMF cyclotron in Canada. A 
polarised neutron beam was produced by the scattering of polarised 
protons off liquid deuterium, and the scattering of this beam from 
liquid hydrogen was observed. The polarization of the final state 
proton was analysed by a carbon polarimeter with wire chambers to 
reconstruct the tracks.
The asymmetry has been extracted from the polarimeter data by 
two independent methods, and we show these to be in complete agreement. 
Complete results from one of these methods is presented here.
A phase shift analysis has been performed with the enlarged data 
base, and stable solutions are found when the 1=0 G waves are set to 
theoretical values: we compare the 1=0 phase shifts as a function of 
energy with the potential model predictions of Vinh Mau et al (ref VI 73) 
and show some disagreement, notably in the D-waves.
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Notation
Definitions of all the co-ordinates used in the data reduction 
process are given in fig.(3.2).
Definitions of the algebra used in the asymmetry extraction 
are given in chapter (3.3).
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Chapter 1
1.1 Introduction
The "BASQUE" group is a British-Canadian collaboration set up to 
perform nucleon-nucleon elastic scattering experiments at the TRIUMF 
accelerator in Vancouver, Canada. The early programme of the group 
was a series of proton-proton elastic scattering measurements from 
200-500 MeV lab kinetic energy, and a phase shift analysis of the 
results. These experiments are described and the results presented in 
refs LU76 and BA78. This thesis is devoted to neutron-proton elastic 
scattering in the same energy range and analysis of the results. In 
their most recent paper in 1977 Arndt, Hackman and Roper (AR77) made 
clear the need for more data in this energy range:
"... the difficulty experienced in the analysis of n-p scattering 
data is ... the lack of complete data sets of high quality. Although 
cross-section and polarization measurements are readily available at most 
energies, triple scattering data are virtually non-existent over a broad 
energy range."
Four energies were chosen to span the range; 220, 325, 425 and 
495 MeV. Some data already existed at these energies and these are 
shown in table (1.1). The data that did exist at this time had serious 
shortcomings.
(i) Several sets of differential cross-section data show systematic 
differences well outside the quoted errors. For instance, the Princeton 
Pennsylvania accelerator data (SH69) and the Liverpool data (AS62).
(ii) Most of the np polarization data was from quasi-elastic scattering 
off deuterium.
A detailed discussion of the data base is given in Appendix E.
On the basis of a phase shift analysis carried out by Professor D.V. Bugg 
of Queen Mary College, the following measurements were planned:
Table (1.1) The World Data Set at BASQUE Energies (NP only)
The world data set, at the BASQUE experimental energies is shown 
prior to and after the BASQUE measurements. The number of points of 
each type of data is shown, and for differential cross-section and 
polarization data this usually covers more than one data set. A 
complete discussion of the world data set is given in Appendix E.
Energy 220 MeV 325 MeV 425 MeV 495 MeV
Energy Range (197-220) (290-350) (390-425) (495-520)
laT E-*
i—i laT laT
61da/d £2 42do/dQ 71da/dft 36da/dfi
PRE 13 np 27 Pnp
8 Pnp 11 Pnp
BASQUE: 3 Drj, 3 D 3D 4 dt
3 Rt 3 R 3 R 
3 A
5
3 ^
BASQUE: 16 Pnp 42 Pnp 59 Pnp 32 Pnp
7 Dt 10 dt 11 dt ii dt
plus A^ , Rp and dcr/dft at all energies
(i) Dt, R A T* R* D, R, A
Pnp
(iii) da/d^ to 1% statistical accuracy 
at the four energies mentioned above. The angular range of the triple 
scattering parameters at 495 MeV is 65-155° in the centre of mass, but 
drops to 90° to 155° at 220 MeV for kinematical reasons. The present
status of the programme is shown in table (1.2).
The BASQUE experiments to date have been done using a polarized 
neutron beam, a fundamental improvement in technique over the old 
deuterium quasi-elastic methods. The R^, parameter is used (see
chapter 2.1(c)) to transfer the polarization of a proton beam into that 
of a neutron beam, in scattering off deuterium. Bugg (BU75) predicted 
that at higher energies (greater than 500 MeV) the parameter may be 
useful for polarized neutron beam production. This prediction is ' 
supported by the results presented in chapter 4.
This thesis describes the measurement of the parameters P and D^, 
in np elastic scattering. A phase shift analysis of the results is 
presented and comparisons made with the potential model predictions of 
Vinh Mau et al (VI73).
Table (1.2) Programme of BASQUE Group
Time Experiment Status
p g .anuiauui. ux .aiuun aaaxpci Published BA78(c)
for protons
Autumn 76 Neutron beam polarization expt Published ref BA77(a)
Winter 75/76 
Spring 76
Published refs BA78(a)
Winter 76/77 
Spring 77 } D, Dt in np system Presented in this thesis
Winter 77/78J
Summer 77 Absolute measurement of P Published ref BA78(b)
PP
Autumn 77 y Rp, A^,, R, A in np, system Mainly analysed
Spring 78 Calibration of the carbon Not analysed
analyser for neutrons
Summer 78 for-. Differential cross-section in Data taking in progress 
about 1 ..yr np system
1979 Normalization of neutron beam Planned 
polarization
1980 + Inelastic measurements Under discussion
1.2 The Triple Scattering Parameters
(a) Definition
A complete description of the elastic scattering of two spin 
particles is given in terms of the matrix M where:
M = M (cr, a ’, ki, kf) (1.1)
where a,a* are the Pauli spin matrices for the two particles and k^ and 
k^ are the initial and final (centre of mass) momenta of one of the 
particles. If the polarization state of the particles before the 
collision is specified the most general scattering problem is that of 
finding the outgoing polarization state and intensity as a function of 
angle of scattering (ref W052). The quantities that relate polarization 
after the scatter to that before are called the triple scattering parameters,
since, before the advent of polarized sources three scatters were necessary
to measure them:
(i) A scatter to polarize the initial beam
(ii) The scatter under observation
(iii) A scatter to analyse the recoil particle 
Clearly high statistics experiments were difficult. Strictly, 
in modern experiments with polarized neutron beams, three scatters are 
still necessary, though now the first scatter is a transfer of 
polarization from a polarized beam to the neutron beam. The situation 
is shown schematically in fig(l.l).
A set of vectors can be defined to describe the scattering:
(perpendicular to the scattering plane)
s2 = n2 . k^ (in the plane)
the set used is (n^ skJJ) for the second scatter, and the azimuthal
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angle for this scatter is given by:
. costly = n^  *^ 2 ) sinc}^  ^^ 1 A 2^^  * —-2
The third scatter may be chosen to detect asymmetry from polarization in the
/N
n direction (i.e. <a>2.n) or in the ^ direction (i.e. <o>2.s0. Polarization 
components in the direction (i.e. parallel to the beam) are undetectable 
as an asymmetry in the analyser. In order to measure the magnitude of ; 
components in this direction one has to rotate them into the n or s 
direction.before the analyser (see fig(i.4)). Noting two facts, we can 
write down three equations to describe <o>2 in terms of <c>^ (see ref W054)
(i) that <o>2 depends at most linearly on <£>j- 
(ii) that <o > 2 ^ 2 a sca-lar anc* *^2*—2 a Pseudoscalar an  ^so
conservation of parity prevents rotations into or out of the scattering 
plane.
The three equations are:
(i) I2<£->2'-2 = T0 P^2 + a2^  Cl -2)
where I2 is the differential cross-section of the second
scatter, and
Iq is the differential cross-section for an unpolarized 
beam
?2 is the polarization parameter and D the depolarization 
parameter, shown schematically in fig.1.2(a) and (b).
Both are functions of i.e. of energy and angle.
(ii) I2<E>2-^ 2 = T0 ^ E V - 2  + r<£.>i * 2^  ^ (li3)
where R and A are rotation parameters (again functions of energy
and angle) and are shown schematically in fig.1.3(a) and (b).
(iii) I2<£.>2*—2 = I o *-2' + r’<£>i* ^ 2^  (1*4)
OV^6» JJu&vr ^G^ssxvilCLlCkxi. \o  fXia&iSuvcxj
cp-o Vxa ,  “fiOuxn^^. ^t p^-o^ xk\^ r» o^ c^o^t^o^^p-VvG^
< X  f e g i X f f T V  O f \  / V C o i S S l i i v A ^  4
(L'*-^  oWcipt jrCbxKBcNts cj^  trft
QaaJ£&-n^  Q^aA€2 <i ^  ctaro4& jfc&Q "UsSO vx^ t^Q, &^UQ. ®33v
v^&> <-VLrr\>*LL$i£, ^3jLX^>g>A\3^ )  OawX C rta (&4^ V jA ilX#£0  ^QsOung>A
V teV ^' £&ofc >Q^\i^ c\»AAi^ oC> vQ^ xr\ Ci5svjj^ GMic3^ > oaa < j4^o>ecl^o 'o
Wtf&fivfc f e  ' (rtf (9 o. • -\o TO*roi<t irtOra Tkl W*/ioJCr'
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Both P and D are defined perpendicular to the scattering plane. 
A, R, A’ and RT are defined in the scattering plane.
Fig (1.4) shows how a magnetic field would bend the polarization
vector into a detectable orientation.
where A* and R1 are rotation parameters. As shown in fig.1.4(a)
and (b) they are undetectable at the analyser without a further
rotation into the n^ or direction.
In neutron-proton scattering transfer (or sub-t) parameters are 
also defined for the case where the analysed particle is different from 
the incident one.
(b) Measurement of the triple scattering parameters
Ignoring the polarization after the second scatter, the intensity 
detected (the differential cross-section) can be written (ref V/054)
t2 = I0 (1 + p 2 <—> i * Cl-5)
Equation (1.5) refers to double scattering experiments and is used to
calculate the polarization parameter (see 3.2) by measuring a left- 
right asymmetry after the second scatter.. Writing <o>^  = <CT>i cos<t>
where <f> is the azimuthal angle of the scatter, we can use (1.5) to ■ 
calculate the asymmetry at the second scatter:
I2 (left) - I2 (right)
e2 I2 (left) + I 2 (right)
12 (<f>) - I2 (*-40-
e2 = ------    = P? <a>, cosf (1.6)
I2 W  + I2 (7T—(J)
Measuring e2, and with <a>^  known, P2 can be calculated. For a triple 
scattering parameter we need to deduce <cr>2. Following the logic of 
equation (1.6) the asymmetry perpendicular to <a>2 at the third scatter
e3 ~ <a>2 P3 d - 7)
where is the analysing power of the analyser (often carbon 12 
because of its spin zero nucleus). Now, if we set up in the ”D ”
configuration, say (fig.(1.2)), and measure the asymmetry in the n 
direction then (1.7) can be written
e3n <a>2n P3
where <a>0 = <a>0.n_2n 2 —2
Putting in <aj>1 ,n_2 = <a>^  cos<|>, and using eqs. (1.2) and (1.5)
e3n 13
(P2 +.D<a>2'cos$)
(1 + P2 <o>-^  COS(j>) (1.8)
It can be seen that a separate experiment is needed to measure P^ . 
Equation (1.8) shows that in a * Df experiment a linear combination of 
P and D are measured, and hence a prior measurement of P is needed to 
extract D. The formulae for R and A are simpler and these parameters 
can be extracted directly from the asymmetry.
The formula for the transfer parameter D^, differs slightly from
(1.8), since we measure the transfer of the polarization.
From Fig.(1.5), the hydrogen analysing powers (i.e. left right 
asymmetry of protons or neutrons produced by hydrogen for 100% polarised 
incident neutrons, A2(8))are-related by
A2tC0f) = - A2(0) .
Assuming time reversal invariance, these are related to the polarizations
P2tC0’> - A2t(0’)
and
P2(0) = A2(0). . *
GEOMETRY OF THE TRANSFER 
PARAMETER Dt
, ^analyser
proton
on
neutron
p2t(6) ■» D t(6 ')______
!♦  P2t(0’)< i2>| n
d  l / ■— j — i<0> | • n
1 3
From fig(1.5): thus: = ”^ 2 ^
- ?2 + Dt <a>1 cos<J>
1 -  P 2 < C f j >  C O S ( j >
1.3 Formalism of nucleon nucleon scattering
(a) Density Matrix Formalism
The scattering of particles with spin is conveniently described
in the Density Matrix Formalism of quantum mechanics (for reviews see
refs FA57 and HA61). There are many reviews of the application of
this formalism to nucleon-nucleon scattering; the following is based on
refs W052 and H068. Among the many other useful reviews of NN scattering 
are refs GR61, OH72 and M063.
A polarized beam of nucleons from an accelerator is an incoherent 
mixture of pure spin states. The density matrix for the beam is defined 
as:
P = I  Pn Xn (1.11)
n
where xn is a four dimensional column vector representing one of the 
pure spin states in the mixture, and x* its hermitian adjoint.
Pn is the probability of finding the system in the state xn> and the 
sum over n runs over all the states of the individual particles in the 
beam.
The expectation value of any operator A can be written in terms
of the density matrix as:
T (pA)
<A> = — ---
Tr(p) (1.12)
where T is the trace of the matrix, r
Hence, for instance, the final polarization state of a beam after
(1.9)
(1.10)
scattering <a>2* can written:
<a>2 =
Tr(p£Cf^ )
T(pf) (1.13)
following the rotation of 1.2 where is the initial polarization of the 
beam, and p^ is the density matrix representing the final state. In 
this way the triple scattering parameters can be expressed in the 
formalism. Also the differential cross-section for the scattering can 
be given as:
Tr (p£)
i  =
Tr(Pi) (1.14)
Now, by definition of the matrix M (equation (1.1)) we can write
p. = Y P M x  X +  M+ = M M+ (1.15)f L n An An p.n i
and so, knowledge of the Matrix M and the initial density matrix p^  allows
all the properties of the nucleon-nucleon system to be deduced. For the
two nucleon scattering system, the initial density matrix can be written
as
16
pi = I "m
y =1
sy
where sy = and y = (aB) =1, 2, 3...., 16 and (1) and (2)
ex p
refer to the two particles involved in the collision. The o’s are 
the spin operators.
(b) The scattering matrix M
In principle, the aim of all nucleon-nucleon scattering 
experiments is to deduce the matrix M. In order to satisfy the 
conservation laws we say that M must be constructed from the simplest 
linear combination of the vectors a:nd which is invariant under
reflections, rotations and time reversal.
(i) Invariance under reflections (parity) implies that M must be a 
scalar or a pseudovector.
(ii) Invariance under rotations means M must be a scalar.
Define a basic set of vectors:
k. + k ' k. „ k.r k. - k_c
P = ±  , n = , k = = ^ £ .
1—a + Ji-fl I—i -fl 1—i -f|
(which is linearly related to the set of section 2). Then we can 
write M as:
M(o1,a2,k.,kf) = a + c(cln+a2n) ♦.■.oln o2n ♦ gCffj <>2p + olk a2k)
+ h(clp °2p - al,c «2k> 16)
where .nIn —1 —
°2p.= 2.2-£ etC
The coefficients a, c, m, g and h are complex functions of 
i.e. of energy and angle. It can be seen that if charge independence is 
assumed the h term will vanish. Application of the density matrix 
formalism to the explicit formula for M allows relationships between the 
coefficients a, c, m, g and h and the observables to be deduced. These 
are listed in ref H068 page 126.
Finally, the matrix M can be related to the usual scattering 
matrix s by the relation:
M(£.!»£-2* —i * —f  ^ = IF  <0f^ f IS“ 11ei^ i > Cl. 17)
where (0,<J>) are the polar co-ordinates of the particle, before and after 
the scattering.
(c) Phase Shift
It is useful to analyse the data in a way of interest to both 
experimentalists and theoreticians, and one such way is via a partial 
wave decomposition. The wave function of a scattered beam can be 
written (ref TA72)
ikr
’I'M + e1^  4 fCE,e) fl.18-1
X-Ko ^
where (^r) is the radial wavefunction of the beam at large distances 
from the scattering,
p = R k , and 0 is the angle of the scattering.
ik itEquation (1.18) may be thought of as an out-going plane wave (e —’—)
representing the incident beam after the scattering, plus a spherical 
ikr
wave (e —-) of amplitude f representing the scattered part of the beam.
It can be shown further that f can be written as a sum of terms depending 
on the orbital angular momentum quantum number Z:
00
f(p>e) = I (2)1+1) a.(p) P.(cose) (1.19)
z=o
where the a^ are coefficients depending on the vector momentum, and the
are legendre polynomials of order £.
Semi-claSsically we can argue that for a given incident momentum there
will be a maximum value of Z affected by the collision:
pb = Z h (1.20)r max v '
where b is the semi-classical impact parameter, and hence pb is the 
classical angular momentum at the distance of closest approach of the 
particles. Hence we say that for "partial waves" with 5'> m^ax no 
scattering occurs and approximate (1.19) to
m^ax
f(p,0) = l (2JI+1) a (f) P.(cose) (1.21)
1=0 ’* ’ •
and the problem is now tractable.
We say that each partial wave undergoes a ’’phase shift” of ^  
(degrees or radians) in the collision and write the s matrix of equation
(1.17) as:
2iSZs = e (1.22)
In a collision between two nucleons, only the total angular 
momentum J, and not Z> is conserved, so we must allow for mixing 
between states of the same J but different Z, spin or parity. The 
most widely used parametrization of the S matrix is due to Stapp, 
Ypsilantis and Metropolis (ref ST57):
SJ =
i J-l,J 0
0 i^J+1,Je
cos2ej isin2ej
isin2ej cos2ej
i5J-l,J 0
i6J+l, J (1.23)
where the 6^ j are the so-called bar phase shifts, and the Ej give a 
measure of the mixing between shifts of angular momentum J, and A£ = 2.
The phase shifts of (1.23) are the total shifts due to both the 
coulomb and nuclear interactions, since the coulomb interaction acts 
mainly outside the core region, in which the nuclear force is dominant, 
to a good approximation the nuclear and coulomb shifts are additive:
J = \  J + 0£,J (1.24)
where N stands for nuclear and 0 T is the coulomb phase shift. A)L y %)
description and complete listings of the equations relating the 
observables to the phase-shifts is given in ref H068 page 148-151.
(d) Phase Shift Analysis
Given a set of phase.shifts, all the observables can be easily 
calculated. However, due to the transcendental nature of these
equations there is, in general, no analytic way to obtain phase shifts 
from experimental data. In order to do an analysis, one must start 
with a set of phase shifts and a set of data. The phase shifts are 
used to calculate the same set of data and the two compared using a 
X2-test to judge how well the initial phase shifts describe the data:
where i runs from 1 to the number of data points and j runs over the 
number of data sets.
(0 ±60 ) are the experimental datav exp exp' r
0^ , are the calculated data th
a. are the normalization constants 
J
Each experimental data set is assigned a normalization which may 
either be fixed at unity or allowed to vary within set limits. The 
program varies these, and the phase shifts, and the "best solution" is 
found using the well known procedure of x2 minimisation.
In practice only a small number of phases are varied, the higher 
ones are either set to zero, or fixed at values taken from theory (for 
example, one pion exchange calculations).
(1.25)
Chapter 2 
The Experiment
2.1 TRIUMF and the Beamline
(a) TRIUMF: The Tri-University Meson Facility is situated at the
University of British Columbia, Vancouver, Canada. It is a sector
focussed negative ion cyclotron (ref RI63) capable of delivering 100
microamps of unpolarized protons or about 100 nano amps of polarized
protons. H" ions are injected at the centre of the machine and are
accelerated, their energy increasing with the radius of rotation. If
r
a thin foil is placed in the beam the ions are st[ipped of their two 
electrons. The change of sign of their charge causes them to change 
direction in the field and bend out of the machine. By choosing the 
radius at which to place the foil (usually carbon or aluminium) beams 
at any energy between 190 and 520 MeV can be extracted. Up to six beams 
may be taken out of the machine simultaneously (one from each sector) 
by arranging for each stripping foil to intersect only part of the beam 
spot. At present there are two beamlines at TRIUMF, and intensity 
ratios as high as 5000:1 between the beams have been achieved.
As foreseen in the original paper (RI63) it is possible for parts
of the beam not being stripped to pass to the outside of the machine, slip 
phase from the accelerating field, and be decelerated back to the foil. 
Beam extracted this way is known as the "decelerated beam", and appears 
as an additional beam burst in the external beamline. Measurements have 
been done to determine the polarization of this beam with respect to the 
initial beam. It appears that at about 470 MeV both the accelerated and 
decelerated beams depolarise by about 7 or 8%, but the polarization is 
uniform elsewhere. Hence at energies less than this the returning beam 
has a polarization about 15% lower than the main beam. The decelerated 
beam is easily removed by placing a wire probe in the machine at a higher
radius than the higher energy stripping foil.
The polarized beam comes from a Lamb-shift polarized source 
(ref TR75) which can typically produce 75% polarized protons. The 
radio frequency (RF) cavity operates at 23.055 MHz, producing a beam 
burst every 43 nano seconds of approximately 2ns duration. At the 
start of each beam burst a signal is sent from the RF room to our 
electronics control room where it may be used for example for time of 
flight measurements.
The delicate nature of the H" ion requires that the vacuum in 
the machine be high (better than 3 x 10"7 torr) and that the magnetic 
field be relatively low (less than,0.58T).
(b) The proton beam and neutron production
Figure (2.1) shows the proton section of the beamline. The 
area shown, up to the collimator, is entirely covered with concrete 
shielding blocks. The primary beam monitor is described in sec 2.3(a), 
the other elements are described below.
The Superconducting Solenoid
This is used to rotate the polarization of the proton beam 
through 90° in order that the polarization transfer in the neutron 
production reaction may be via the RT mechanism. It was built at the 
Rutherford Laboratory by G. Gallagher-Daggit (ref GA74). A schematic 
cross-section is shown in fig.(2.2).
The superconducting windings are kept at liquid helium 
temperature insulated with blankets of liquid nitrogen and vacuum.
When operating the boil off rate is about 2 litres of liquid helium per 
hour. The solenoid has a maximum field of 6 Tesla easily capable of 
rotating the polarization of a 500 MeV proton beam through 180°.
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FIG(2-2), THE SUPERCONDUCTING SOLENOID
The Liquid Deuterium Target
Liquid deuterium is used as a neutron source through the reaction 
p + d -*■ n + 2p. The target is 20 cm long, 50 mm in diameter and made 
of stainless steel 250 ym thick on the sides and 50 ym thick at the end 
windows. Our investigations showed that the best angle for extracting 
a neutron beam was 9°. This gives a good compromise between high 
polarization transfer and good energy resolution, the latter being 
needed to reject inelastic neutrons arriving at the hydrogen target.
The method of calculating the energy of the neutron beam is given in 
appendix A.
Bending Magnet
When running at high currents (> 20 nA proton beam) safety 
regulations require this magnet to bend the protons into a beam dump.
The effect of its fringe field causes rotation of the neutron polarization, 
which has to be corrected for - see section 1(d) of this chapter.
Neutron Collimator
This 25 ton construction is made of lead and steel and acts as 
part of the shielding. It has been carefully surveyed into position 
and has pipes into the ’proton hall' from -3° to 27° to the original 
proton beam. Each pipe is made of two sections, each 1.8 m long. The
downstream one is wider in the original construction (as shown in 
fig (2.1)), but has been plugged to a diameter of 55 mm, and the upstream
pipe is 114 mm in diameter. The neutron beam is taken down the 9° port,
and a proton telescope looks at the deuterum target through the 24° port 
(see section 3(b) of this chapter). All other ports are completely 
plugged with steel.
Beam Position monitors
Five monitors could be lowered into the primary proton beam to
aid with beam tuning. The one shown is fixed in the beam for
continuous position monitoring. It is a multi-wire proportional chamber 
(M1VPC), but unfortunately is of limited usefulness as the wires are 
destroyed by high beam currents and continuous use.
(c) The Neutron Beamline
Figure (2.3) shows the neutron beamline. The polarimeter and 
neutron counter are described in section 2, and the neutron beam monitor 
in section 3, the other items are described below. Picture (2.1) shows 
approximately the same area as fig (2.3).
Spin rotation magnets. Two magnets are necessary to rotate the 
beam into the correct orientation for a ’D’ measurement (see (d)), only 
one is necessary for ’R’ or ’A ’ experiments. There is a small neutron 
collimator in the ’AV magnet; it is made of lead and is 450 mm long and 
63 mm in diameter, slightly wider than the exit of the main collimator.
Liquid hydrogen target. This is a flask of liquid hydrogen
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Picture (2.1) The Neutron Beamline Area
522 mm long and 110 mm in diameter. It has 0.25 mm mylar sides and 
0.125 mylar end windows, and to protect this dangerous structure the 
whole thing is surrounded by a plastic shield. The target was 
designed for easy emptying, so that background data could be taken. 
Figure (2.4) shows the mechanism for emptying. When the valve V is 
closed, the boil off pressure.in the flask forces the liquid into the 
reservoir in about 10 minutes. When the valve is opened again the 
flask quickly refills.
reservoir
boil off
farqef
flask
FIG(2-4) THE LIQUID HYDROGEN TARGET
Underneath the centre of the Ll^ target, a 2 foot steel peg is 
securely placed in the floor. Both the polarimeter and neutron counter 
are securely attached to it by iron "radius arms" which force them to 
rotate concentrically about the peg. From this point lines were
surveyed to define the various angular settings at which data was taken.
They are:
Polarimeter Neutron array
54 degrees 32 degrees
40 45
26 . 60 
12 76
Some early data (all the 325 MeV and part of the 445 MeV) was
taken at other settings close to these.
Small MWPC array. This consists of two gm square wire chambers
of identical construction to those on the polarimeter (3.3(a)). Its
purpose was to provide the extra geometric information necessary in the
track reconstruction of MD" events - see chapter 3.1.
(d) Spin Orientation
Figure 2.5 shows the spin procession by various beamline elements.
Folkmann § Measday (F068) predicted, on the basis of Arndt* s phase shift
analysis, that the R^, mechanism would be useful to produce a polarized
neutron beam since it is large in this energy region. The solenoid is
needed to rotate the spin for the utilisation of this mechanism. Note
the effect of the negative sign of at the liquid deuterium target.
As mentioned before (2.1(b)) the spin of the neutron leaving the 
e
LD2 target is processed slightly in the fringe field of the proton bending
magnet. This effect has to be corrected by calibration of the ’A* magnet.
Spin transfer in the LD2 can be represented by:
F(cf>) = Acos (cj> + 6)
where A = (r£ + RJ.2)* P (29° lab)/P (26° lab) 
f is the profession angle in the 'A' magnet
6 is the extra rotation due to the fringe field.
Pnp(20°) and Ppp(26°) are the analysing powers of neutron and '.*»• "7
Rrj., Rt! are spin transfer parameters with a deuterum target analogous
to R, R* in free n-]) scattering (figs 1.3, 1.4).
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120
proton beam polarization monitors respectively. Their values were 
obtained from a phase shift analysis. We require to set the ’A’ magnet 
to give <p such that
<h + 6 = tt / 2
Figure (2.6) shows the function F (the asymmetry of the neutron beam off 
liquid hydrogen as measured by the neutron beam polarization monitor) 
versus <f> (deduced from the field in the ’A ’ magnet), at 445 MeV.
These points were fitted with a cosine curve and 6 obtained: 
Primary Beam Energy 237 343 445 516 MeV
6° 27.6° 23.7° 28.3° 30.8°
The results (which are presented in full in ref BA77) also confirm that 
R,p «  R,p as would be hoped. This experiment is discussed further in 
chapter 3.2(b) .
2.2 Major Equipment
(a) The Polarimeter
The polarimeter consists of a sheet of carbon sandwiched between 
plastic scintillators and multi-wire proportional chambers (MWPC's).
The scintillators provide the computer trigger and the MWPC’s provide 
the track of the particle from which the angle of scatter in the carbon 
can be calculated. The analysing power of the device for protons on
carbon has been measured at eleven energies, and a polynomial fit to the
data. This provides the analysing power as a continuous function of 
energy. The results are published in ref (BA78(c)).
The physical features of the polarimeter are shown in fig (2.7) .
(i) S1,S2, S3 and S4 are the trigger scintillators. SI- S3 are
made up of four units each and S4 of six. A proton passing through 
the polarimeter will fire all four scintillators and is identified by 
the pattern SI*52*53*54 (where the dot is a logical AND). A neutron 
converting to a proton in the analyser is identified by the pattern
^T*S2*S3*S4 (where the bar is a logical NOT).
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(ii) The front four chambers are J m square, the rear are 1 m square, 
and all ten are of identical construction (ref CH68). They have a 
2 mm wire spacing, the wires being connected in pairs to give an 
effective 4 mm resolution. They are set up alternately with their
wires horizontal and vertical to give y and x co-ordinate information 
respectively. The wires are enveloped with .1 mm in mylar in a "magic 
gas mixture of Argon (57%), isobutane (25%), Freon (0.3%) and a little 
methalyl to prevent blackening of the wires (see refs B070 and CH70) . 
The readout system is of standard design and is described in refs CH70 
and WA74.
A particle passing through a chamber will ionise the gas. Each 
wire has a "catchment area" (within which it will capture ions) 
proportional to the voltage on that wire. The voltage has to be set 
so that the catchment areas are large enough to record most particles, 
but not so large as to overlap. This will cause multiple wire firing 
and loss of resolution. We define " hit types" in the chambers as 
follows:
Hit Type Description
0 no wires fired
1 one wire fired (single)
2 two adjacent wires fired (double)
3 two non-adjacent wires fired
4 three adjacent wires fired (triple)
5 three wires fired - a double and a single
6 three non adjacent wires fired
7 greater than three wires fired
The probability of more than one wire firing increases with the 
angle of the particle’s trajectory to the chamber, since more than one 
catchment area may be crossed. Care must be taken in rejecting events
not to introduce a bias into the data. The bias on the data introduced 
by rejecting type 2 events is noted in ref C077 to be large. A program 
was written to examine the firing patterns in the chambers. Some typical 
results are shown in table (2.1). The data sets A and B were collected 
several weeks apart. It can be seen that there are no systematic 
differences of performance as a function of angular setting or time 
except for chamber 6 at 54° (B). Here we see a big increase in the 
number of doubles (type 2) as compared to singles (type 1), probably 
due to the chamber voltage being set too high.
It can be seen that for neutron events
(i) only a small amount of noise appears in the front chambers
(ii) the data in the rear chambers is not as "clean" as for
proton events, i.e. more events of higher type numbers.
Hit types 1, 2 and 4 are used to calculate co-ordinates, the 
rest of the data (^  8%) are rejected. The point is calculated as:
Co-ordinate in chamber = centre point of wire(s) that fired + R
where R is a random number between -2 mm and + 2 mm. Lines are
then fitted to these points. In the front, if all four chambers fired 
a line is simply drawn in the xz and yz planes - otherwise the event is 
rejected. In the back there are three points in each plane and a line 
is drawn between the end points. If the shortest distance between the 
centre point and the line (see fig 2.8) is less than or equal to d cms, 
then the line is accepted. If not the event is rejected.
backcentre
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It was found from experience that the best value of d is 12.0 mm.
The angle of scatter in the carbon can now be easily calculated 
for proton events. For neutron events calculation of this angle relies 
on "track reconstruction" described in chapter 3.1(b). Tables of 
efficiency of the line fitting in the chambers are given in table (3.1).
The carbon analyser consists of sheets of precision made carbon 
without air holes and of uniform thickness. Throughout the 235 MeV data
taking, and when the polarimeter was at 54° to the beam at other energies, 
3 cm of carbon was used. Otherwise 6 cm was used.
As was mentioned earlier the polarimeter has been calibrated for 
protons on carbon, and the results published. Data.has been taken for 
the analysing power of neutrons on carbon (n + C12 -> X + p) by placing 
the polarimeter at 0 degrees to the neutron beam. Preliminary results 
suggest that this analysing power may be very small - in the region of 
.1 maximum, compared to .5 maximum for protons. Confirmation of this 
awaits further analysis, but if it is true our measurement of "D" will 
not be very accurate. Fortunately "D^ ," contains the decisive physics 
for the phase shift analysis.
Picture (2.2) shows a side view of the polarimeter with the 
liquid hydrogen target in front.
(b) The Neutron Counter
The neutron counter (shown schematically in fig(2.9)) is made up 
of fourteen large plastic scintillators 6 feet long by 6 inches square, 
stacked in two billets of seven. In front of the forward billet an 
array of six thin scintillators is mounted to act as a proton veto.
A proton is recognised by the signal V.N where V is the veto counter 
and N means one or more neutron counter fired, and a neutron (converting
** m\Hi
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Picture (2.2) Side view of the polarimeter with LH
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Table (2.2) Firing patterns in the neutron counter
hit types (in percentages)
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B 
1- 36.5 47.9 63.0 43.6 .5 7.6 0 .5 0 .4 0 .1 0 0 0 0
2 60.6 23.138.7 61.7 .7 12.6 0 1.5 0 .8 0 .3 0 0 0 .1
1 1.2 .3 96.9 93.0 1.4 5.3 0 .4 .5 0 0 .3 0 .1 0 .4
2 95.0 27.6 4.5 66.0 .2 6.1 0 .2 0 0 0 0 ,2 0 0 .1
A = N array at 76° to beam (518 MeV) -> low energy particles
B - N array at 32° to beam (518 MeV) high energy particles
(N) -v neutron in N array
(P) -*■ proton in N array
to a proton) is recognised by V*N. The counter was designed to "see" 
roughly the same solid angle from the liquid hydrogen target as the 
polarimeter. A similar classification into hit types was done for the 
neutron counter and some typical results are shown in table (2.2).
It can be seen that:
(i) the number of doubles (type 2) increases with energy
(ii) the number of neutrons that convert in the front is greater than
at the back at low energies, and vice versa at high energies.
This suggests the efficiency is greater at low energies,
(iii) At low energies the data is very much ’’cleaner”.
From this analysis it was decided to save doubles events, because 
of their large numbers. Co-ordinate information was extracted from the 
data in the following way:
(i) Hit types 1 and 2 were used
(ii) Unphysical combinations between front and back billets were removed.
(iii) vertically (y direction): the point was taken as the centre of
the counter unit, or half way between the centres if two fired
(iv) horizontally (x direction): a photomultiplier tube was attached
to each end of each unit. An anode and a dynode pulse were 
taken off for each event, discriminated, and put in coincidence 
to give a jitter-free signal suitable for timing (see fig (2.16)
in section 4) . Time of flight spectra were recorded for every event 
from some standard reference to the pulse from the left photomultiplier 
tube (of the counter that fired), and the right photomultiplier 
tube (of the same counter) for both front and back billets. The 
procedure for calibrating the system is described in detail in 
Appendix B. Using this calibration data an x co-ordinate could 
be calculated for every point. As this calibration could be 
very tedious a light emitting diode system was devised to automate 
the procedure. This too is described in Appendix B.
Finally, when running it was necessary that the voltages of the 
photomultiplier tubes were set so that each tube collected events with 
approximately the same efficiency. This setting.up was done on cosmic 
rays - a cheap source of monoenergetic particles! The logic system was 
modified so that a vertical coincidence between groups of three or four 
counter units would trigger the system. In this way a very clean pulse 
height spectrum could be compiled. This was done for each tube 
separately and the voltages adjusted to place the peaks in a common channel. 
These voltages varied with time due to deterioration of the optical 
coupling between the light, guide at the end of the scintillator and the tube.
Picture (2.3) shows the neutron counter at the far left. In the
middle of the photograph is a rear view of the polarimeter, and just behind
it the small MWPC array. - c .c,Ut
Picture (2.4) shows the LH~ target on the far Left, the small MIVPC 
array in the centre and the neutron counter on the far ri^ h-t.
2.3 Beamline Monitors
(a) The proton beam polarization monitor
This is a conjugate arm polarimeter, designed to accurately monitor 
the polarization of the primary proton beam. The analyser is a film of 
polythene, thin enough so that most of the beam would pass through 
unaffected. For an event to be recorded as scattering "left" of the 
polythene a coincidence between (i) the two LF counters, (ii) the two LR 
counters and (iii) the LF and LR arms (LF'LR) had to be made. "Right" 
scatters were recorded as RF*RR. In addition random events were scaled 
on the left by the coincidence LF* (LR + 2T), and on the right by RF*(RR + 2T) 
where T = 43 ns, the time between beam bursts. Because of the proximity 
of the device - in the primary beam pipe, near large magnets and the
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Picture (2.3) The Neutron Beamline Area from a different angle
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accelerator itself, the random rate was often as high as 4%. All 
quantities discussed below are corrected for randoms. The monitor was 
used for three main purposes:
(i) Scaling the quantity Left (L) + Right (R) (where .+ is a logical 'OR')
a constant for proton beam spin fupf or ’down'.
(ii) £ = (L-R)/(L+R)(where the + and - are algebraic) from which, the
polarization of the beam could be determined (see chapter 3.2),
(iii) the ratios LF/L and RF/R were useful in monitoring the quality of 
the beam tune. For a good tune (i.e. a well focussed.beam passing through 
the centre of the pipe ) LF/L - LF/R ^ 1/5.
A measurement was made with a carbon target so that the polarization 
data could be corrected for any asymmetry due to carbon atoms in the 
polythene.
(b) The 24 degree monitor
This is shown schematically in fig.(2.11). It is a proton 
telescope of counters A, B and C looking at the centre of the liquid 
deuterum target. An event is scaled as A*B*C and.randoms are scaled as 
A*B• 43 ns. Since the spin of the proton beam incident
on the LD2 is horizontal the monitor does not see any asymmetry between 
spins up and down.
(c) The neutron beam polarization monitor (fig 2.12)
This monitor sits directly in the neutron beam, downstream of the 
liquid hydrogen target. It scales neutrons converting to protons in a , 
large polythene block and scattering left or right. The count rate in 
this monitor is relatively low, less than one event per beam burst, so 
randoms are not scaled. It measures:
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(i) left + right - a constant for spin up and down
(ii) e = (L-R)/(L+R) from which the polarization of the neutron beam 
can be deduced.
This is the device used in the measurements of ref BA77 also 
discussed in section (d) of this chapter.
(d) Monitor stability
We have five quantities useful in monitoring:
(i) Left + Right from proton beam monitor (S)
(ii) Asymmetry from proton beam monitor (es)
(iii) Left + Right from neutron beam monitor (C)
(iv) Asymmetry in the neutron beam monitor (ec)
(v) Counts in the twenty four degree monitor (T).
In the following discussion all quantities have been corrected for 
randoms. Measurements were made of the effects of small beam movements 
on the monitors, by making small adjustments in the current of a bending 
magnet upstream of. the proton beam monitor. The results are shown in 
figure 2.13. We can see from the sketch that:
(i) because the slopes of T/S and T/C are approximately equal and the
slope of C/S is smaller and changes sign, we deduce that the 24° monitor 
is the most sensitive to beam movement.
(ii) was measured with a large target in the monitor as fig 2.14(a).
In this configuration if the beam moves particles have to travel 
different distances to escape the target, and this will make the 
monitor unstable, especially at low energies. By reducing the 
size of the target (as in fig 2.14(b)) so that it only intercepts
part of the beam, the reduction in instability (ec) is 40%. It
is important to note that the experiment of ref BA77 (further 
discussed in chapter 3.2(c)), was done with the larger target as 
in fig 2.14(a).
m o n ito r s t a b i l i t y
count rate ( normalized to unity 
at central value of current)
\ S
b
beam movement
F1G(2^) CHANGE TO NEUTRON BEAM MONITOR
neutron beam 
/  profile
The variation of monitor rates over a period of time (approximately 
15 hours) is shown in fig 2.15. The long term variations seen here can 
be explained by small drifts in beam position.
From the above measurements, and careful study of graphs like 
fig (2.15), it was decided that to normalise between adjacent runs the 
proton beam polarization monitor was the best.
2.4 The Data Acquisition System
(a) The logic system
Figure (2.16) shows the logic circuitry for one neutron counter 
unit. Three distinct tasks have to be performed:
(i) TIMING. A pulse from the left front billet and the right front
billet to go to TDC (time-to-digital converter) stops. Similarly 
for the back billet.
(ii) A trigger pulse has to be formed that can distinguish between
neutrons and protons. This is done with the aid of the veto
counters.
(iii) The actual counter unit that fired for a particular trigger and 
timing pulse has to be identified. This is done with a latch 
system as described in (b).
The number of neutron front, neutron back pulses, and the total 
number of neutron counter pulses are also scaled.
The logic circuitry for the polarimeter is similar. It has three
tasks:
(i) The leading edge of the pulse from the scintillators defines
the timing of the complete event trigger. This pulse is protected 
in coincidence units by making it shorter than pulses from the other 
scintillators, and arranging that it lies completely within them,
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(ii) Forming the triggers that distinguish between protons and neutrons 
in the polarimeter. As noted in section 2(a) of this chapter
S1234 is a proton and S1234 is a neutron.
(iii) Latches record the individual counter units that fired in order 
that unphysical combinations can be removed.
Hence, as shown at the bottom of fig (2.16), two main triggers are 
formed, and are named after the type of particle that passes through the 
polarimeter. Also, in order to scale randoms, ’delayed' versions of 
these two types are formed, the delay being equal to one beam burst (43 ns) .
The trigger pulse (which has the timing of S^ ) is used in all five
time of flight measurements. It forms the ’start’ pulse for the four 
neutron counter TDCs and the ’stop' pulse for a separate TDC that starts 
on the RF signal (mentioned in section 1(a)). This latter time of flight 
measurement defines the energy profile of the neutron beam and is cut 
(see chapter 3) to remove low energy particles from inelastic processes 
in the liquid deuterium target.
(b) CAMAC and the on-line computer
The job of CAMAC is, whenever it is triggered by one of the forms
described above, to access the state of the system, and pass the
information onto the computer for storage. For instance, every counter
unit in the system is connected to a latch, which is set when that counter
fires. When triggered CAMAC reads the latches, and so each event is
flagged with exactly which neutron counter fired, which veto unit fired,
etc. After allowing enough time for the computer to read the latches,
/
the TDCs, the seal rs and the wire chambers, CAMAC clears the system and 
waits for another event. This process is shown schematically in
fig (2.17). The following information is recorded on magnetic tape for
every event:
FIG(217) COMPUTER BUSY GATE
U ~ ~
n  loops
+i
100 nano seconds after receiving an event trigger, CAMAC 
issues a fixed width pulse of 100 microseconds. This isolates 
the electronics and prepares the way for the opening of the 
software gate, during which all the relevant information is read 
and sent to the computer. At the end of the software gate, a 
clear pulse is sent to reset the scalers, etc., and a second 
fixed width pulse provides a buffer before re-opening the system 
to events. Note that there is a 100 nano second lag between an 
event and the isolation of the system, however the probability of 
receiving another event in this time is negligible.
event 
't rigger
fixed
'width
software 
gate
u clear signal
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total busy 
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(i) 80 bits representing the counter units that fired (latches)
(ii) 8 scalers (monitor valves, etc.)
(iii) a live and real time clock
(iv) the 5 TDCs
(v) the 4 ADCs (NOT used in this analysis)
(vi) addresses of all MWPC wires that fired
In addition, at the end of a run the following information is 
dumped to tape:
(i) All 24 scalers
(ii) computer real and live time
(iii) number of computer interrupts
(iv) number of computer triggers
(v) number of stored events
(vi) number of tape blocks written
(vii) asymmetry as measured by the proton beam monitor (but not corrected
for randoms).
(c) Running the Experiment
As mentioned above, data was taken in 'runs'. The length of these 
runs depended on the stability of the system (machine conditions, etc.), 
generally being three-quarters of an hour or about 50,000 events. Ideally 
runs would be in the order spin up, spin down, spin off (short run) . 
However, since the spin was changed at the polarized source, compromises 
often had to be made with other users.
A Tektronix 4010 storage scope was connected to the online computer 
so that the data taking could be continuously monitored. The contents of 
the scalars, the TDCs, the number cross-section of the wire chambers (wire 
number vs number of times that wire fired) and the number of singles,
doubles, etc., that were occurring in each chamber, could be displayed at
any time during a run. In particular, a number of things had to be 
watched:
(i) the asymmetry and rates in the primary beam monitor, to check 
the quality of the beam tune. Spin off data was used to 
monitor the instrumental asymmetry in the polarimeter.
(ii) the RF to trigger time of flight histogram. Drifting of the 
phase of the RF will cause broadening of this spectrum. If the 
peak gets broader than about 15 channels the run must be aborted, 
since there will be insufficient resolution to confidently remove 
low energy particles,
(iii) the number cross-section of the chambers has to be checked for 
noisy or dead wires.
Other regular checks that were made during take taking are:
(i) correcting the MWPC gas mixture for difts in the mixture ratio,
(ii) correcting photomultiplier tube voltages for drifts ('v 15% per 
day at worst),
(iii) checking and refilling the superconducting solenoid with liquid 
nitrogen and liquid helium,
(iv) checking the status of the spin rotation magnets and both liquid 
targets,
(v) calculating scaler rates like triggers per unit monitor for every 
run - a very effective way of spotting trouble.
Procedures like those mentioned above ensured that most of the 
data taken was analysable, and suspect data could be easily removed.
Data was taken at primary proton beam energies of 237, 343, 445 and 518 MeV 
over as wide an angular range as kinematically possible. An analysis of 
the 343 MeV data is presented in ref C077. An attempt was made to 
re-analyse this data through all stages, but due to serious deterioration 
of the raw data tapes this was not possible. Re-analysis was performed 
from the NEUTR0N2 output tape onwards.
Chapter 3
Data Reduction and Analysis
3.1 Data Reduction
(a) Outline
Figure 3.1 is a flow diagram of the analysis. For convenience 
the data reduction was split into two steps - the programs being called 
NEUTR0N1 and NEUTR0N2. Before large scale data processing was started 
a sample of data at each energy/angular setting was run through NEUTR0N1 
to check for errors in the neutron counter calibration, line fitting 
efficiency in the chambers, and any other problems. It was from this 
preliminary survey that approximate, loose cuts were made to the data 
output for the P ■ calculation. These cuts were not applied to the 
data for the DT calculation, they were determined more accurately from 
the full scale NEUTR0N1 output.
About 120 raw data tapes were input into NEUTR0N1, and output 
onto about 16 tapes. The reasons for this great reduction were:
(i) . The raw data tapes were written at 800 bits per inch, while
the output tapes were written at 1600 bpi,
(ii) Straight tracks (i.e. protons that failed to scatter in the
carbon) were removed from the D^, data (though they were output
onto the Pnp tape),
(iii) The removal of other unwanted information such as that from 
the eight scalars recorded with each event and the ADCs
These 16 tapes were reduced to 8 by NEUTR0N2 - one tape per
energy for both the D and D,p parameters.
NEUTR0N1 and NEUTRON2 together produced about 30,000 pages of 
lineprinter output.
(b) NEUTR0N1 and track reconstruction
Figure (3.2) defines the co-ordinate system and the variables
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FIG(3 I) FLOW DIAGRAM OF ANALYSIS
used by NEUTR0N1. The evaluations of co-ordinates discussed in 
chapter 2 are in the '"local" systems, i.e. referred to the 
polarimeter or the neutron counter. The rotation matrices to 
transform these into the LAB (or 'target') system are shown. As
mentioned in Chapter 2, two types of event are recorded:
(i) where a neutron passes through the polarimeter and D 
is measured ('neutron' or 'D' event) and
(ii) where a proton passes through the polarimeter and D^, is 
measured (a "proton" or "D^ ," event). Due to the
different information available the program separated the analysis 
of the two types. The principal tasks of NEUTR0N1 are:
(i) the screening of wire chamber information and the fitting 
of lines (see chapter 2),
(ii) screening of data from the neutron array and assigning of 
co-ordinates, as described in chapter 2,
(iii) for D events only, the assigning of a co-ordinate in the 
small MWPC array. These chambers were treated in an 
identical fashion to those in the polarimeter,
(iv) from this co-ordinate and track information the point of 
the scatter in the liquid hydrogen target could be 
calculated. The algebra is outlined in appendix C.
This reconstruction was done assuming that (a) coplanarity 
was preserved in the scatter, and (b) the particles scattered 
at the relativistic scattering angle for an elastic collision 
at this energy. Hence an inelastically scattered particle 
would violate these assumptions and give an interaction point 
well outside the IJ^  target. By cutting the distributions around 
the target, inelastic particles could be removed from the data. 
Some typical reconstruction histograms are shown in fig.(3.3).
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Note that the resolution is a little better for D events.
This is because a proton firing the neutron array gives a much 
sharper x-co-ordinate.
No evidence for significant inelastic background was found at 
any energy, though scattered backgrounds were present 
throughout. The cuts were made fairly loose (see table (3.2)') 
removing only the tail of the histogram.
(v) Using the reconstructed information, the polar angles 0,cj) 
of the scatter at the target could be calculated. 
Reconstructed information was necessary to calculate 0 , (at 
the carbon analyser) for D events, but for D^, events these 
angles could be calculated from chamber data alone.
(vi) Removal of straight track protons from the D,p data. Assuming
that the r.m.s. angle of coulomb scattering is proportional
to 1/p2 (p = momentum), an energy dependent cut was made on
the angle of scattering in the carbon 0 .* These events were
not cut on the P output stream, np r
(vii) The cuts mentioned in (a) were made to the P output stream.
(viii) Histograms, dot-plots, and two tapes were output.
Table (3.1) shows the effect of NEUTR0N1 on the data at a 
selection of energy/angular settings. It can be seen that 
(for D,p events) constantly about 25% is lost in the chambers, 
but the vast majority of events are lost as straight tracks 
in the polarimeter. As. would be expected from coulomb 
scattering, this number is greatest at the lowest energies.
For D events the track fitting efficiency varies a little 
with energy. The majority of D events are written to the 
output tape.
k A curve from data tables was parametrized for this.
Table 3.1 The effect of NEUTR0N1 on the data
Proton Events (D^ )
(a)
energy/angular total# # fit in % not % of good events % written to
setting events chambers fit not scattered o/p tape
235/33 50072 37523 25.18% 94.49% 4.22%
445/12 39295 30582 22.21% 78.46% 16.76%
445/26 54152 41106 24.27% 80.89% 14.47%
445/40 48111 35938 25.84% 86.68% 9.78%
445/54 57395 42480 26.93% 94.22% 4.22%
518/12 29242 22402 23.45% 71.17% 22.07%
518/26 27128 20540 24.68% 71.97% 21.31%
518/40 27282 20522 25.42% 85.40% 10.89%
518/54 38007 28385
Neutron
26.44% 
Events (D)
93.67% 4.66%
Tgy/angular total # 
events
#good back 
chambers
# good 
chambers 
and small 
MIVPC array
% not 
fit
% written 
o/p tape
235/33 1027 946 912 11.20% 88.80%
445/12 610 497 373 38.85% 61.15%
445/26 5813 5387 5011 13.80% 80.20%
445/40 6873 6368 6129 10.84% 89.16%
445/54 2565 2286 2173 15.44% 84.50%
518/12 734 628 472 35.69% 64.31%
518/26 2806 2574 2381 15.18% 84.82%
518/40 2712 2<+C7 2385 12.17% 87.83%
518/54 1979 1682 1519 19.80% 80.14%
Two further cuts are prepared for NEUTR0N2 at this stage.
They are sketched in fig.3.4(a) and (b) and apply only to D^, events.
(i) "Cut No.4". The closest distance between the projection of
the front and. back polarimeter tracks is histogrammed and
cut at 16 mm. This is a very small cut (Fig.3.4(a)).
(ii) The surplus information available for events (see appendix C)
allows the y-co-ordinate at the neutron array to be calculated, 
with the assumption of co-planarity. This can be compared 
with the observed valve, and the difference plotted (fig.3.4(b)). 
The offset d is a correction due to the sagging of the neutron 
array on its supports and the unevenness of the floor.
(c) NEUTRON 2
NEUTR0N2 is the second data reduction program.. Its main
tasks are: .
(i) To apply the cuts as described above,
(ii) To make a small correction to the RF-trigger time of flight
spectrum. This allows for the slight differences in delays 
between the four units of the S3 counter from which the trigger 
timing is defined,
(iii) To calculate the "azimuthal acceptance" of events scattered
in the carbon. This is defined by the angles <J>2,.' ... <|>g
and described in section 3(a) of this chapter,
(iv) To provide histogram output for further visual checking and
to determine the time of flight (RF-trigger) cut. Also to
produce an output tape on which each event now consists of
fifteen pieces of information: (6,<f>) carbon, (0,$) hydrogen,
<j>l-8, TOF, Event type, and Run number.
counts
(a) cut no. U
aga,*«'rt <i p, distance
cut
peak
( b ) "  cut no. 5
cutcu
FIG(3-5) TIME OF FLIGHT
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Table 3.2 The effect of NEUTR0N2 on the data
(a) Proton events (dt)
energy/
angular
setting
total
#
events X y
C u t
z
s
cut # 
5
cut # 
4
total % 
in the 
5 cuts
Others 
(% of 
total)
235/33 3339 225 5 6 86 16 10.99% 9.04%
445/26 3761 287 11 10 194 13.69% 2.77%
445/40 3612 337 5 4 70 13 11.88% 4.35%
445/54 2148 285 6 1 36 12 15.83% 4.70%
518/12 3104 231 22 22 259 18 17.78% 3.87%
518/26 4148 333 1 9 228 7 . 14.73% 2.22%
518/40 3041 339 9 0 64 8 13.81% 3.32%
518/54 1631 227 2 0 32 9 16.55% 3.72%
Cb) Neutron events CD)
energy/
angular
setting
total
#
events X
Cuts
y z
total % 
in the 
3 cuts
others
(#)
% written 
to o/p 
tape
235/33 1955 56 21 23 5.12% 0 94.88%
445/12 509 42 1 3 9.04% 0 90.96%
445/26 4210 62 24 0 2.04% 0 97.96%
445/40 6662 124 42 13 2.69% 0 97.31%
445/54 2169 58 51 4 5.44%. 0 94.79%
518/12 1301 52 11 1 4.92% 0 95.08%
518/26 2380 64 12 1 3.24% 4 96.60%
518/54 1475 73 38 2 7.66% 0 92.34%
% written 
to o/p 
tape
79.96%
83.54%
83.78%
79.47%
78.35%
83.85%
82.87%
78.66%
The notation 518/26 etc. means an extracted proton beam 
energy of 518 MeV and a polarimeter angle to the neutron beam of 26°.
Table 3.2 shows the effect of NEUTR0N2 on the data. The cuts 
are applied in the order shown, and it can be seen that, apart from 
cut No.5, the first cut removes most of the bad events. "Others" 
refers to events that have chamber tracks that are inconsistent with 
the particular scintillator unit that fired in S3 or S4. A possible 
reason why this occurs for proton events much more than for neutron 
events is contamination with the (p,2p) reaction of protons off carbon, 
Not a single "'delayed trigger" (chapter 2.4(a)) passed through 
the NEUTR0N2 cuts.
Three further cuts still had to be made to the data, all are 
applied at the next stage of the analysis.
(i) Cutting time of flight spectra like fig.3.5. This cut was
prepared from the NEUTR0N2 output histogram^ for every run.
(ii) The angles of scatter in the carbon must be re-checked to
remove any trace of a coulomb peak.
(iii) As explained in section 3 of this chapter, symmetry cuts were 
made on the data.
3.2 Polarization and the Rrj, problem
(a) Measurement of P np
Pnp is determined from the asymmetry of events detected in
the polarimeter, between spin up and spin down runs. D^, events
provide data at forward (centre of mass) angles, and D events
provide data at backward angles. P is calculated fromnp
formula (3.1) which is derived in Appendix D:
where all the N's and P are functions of angle, andnp
NT = number (in an angular bin) of events spin up/down.
NE±= number in same bin from.target empty data spin up/down.
Hh
M” = Monitor value for a particular run 
<an>± = polarization of the neutron beam.
A program was written to operate on the P tape. It binned 
the data into suitable angular ranges, cut the time of flight spectrum, 
and output the numbers on cards. A second program calculated PRp 
from these cards.
The polarization of the neutron beam is given by:
r<°n>± = C x Rj. x (.eT - e0)/p  r26°lab) (3.2)
where:
e* is the asymmetry in the proton beam polarization monitor. 
eQ is the asymmetry in this monitor with proton spin off.
C is the correction factor to account for the carbon in the polythene 
target
Ppp(26) is the analysing power of the monitor
Rp is the transfer parameter for polarization at the target.
Since P ^ (24) is known absolutely by a double scattering experiment
(ref BA78(b) and part (c) of this section), the value of R^, used
fixes the normalization of P .np
(b) The problem
It was found that if P was calculated using the R™ values ofnp I
ref BA77 (described in Chapter 2.1(a)) and put alongside the rest of 
the world data in our phase shift program, the best solution is found 
when the normalization of our data is allowed to move well away from 
unity. Effectively it is taking up the normalization of the data of 
Cheng et al (ref CH67) which we fix at the claimed normalization of 
± 3%. We prefer to believe Cheng's results because of:
(i) the inadequacies of the neutron beam polarization monitor 
described in Chapter 2.3(c) and (d),
(ii) the experiment of ref BA77 was of much lower statistical 
accuracy than Cheng's at ± 12 - 15%.
Table (4.18) shows the renormalizations that were applied to 
the data, and the effective value of R^ used, and fig.3.6 shows 
other information necessary in the calculation of the neutron beam 
polarization, when using formula (3.2).
(c) The absolute measurement of Ppp
This experiment is a 1.5% measurement of the polarization
parameter in proton-proton scattering between 200 and 520 MeV.
The measurement (ref BA78(b)) was done to normalise the BASQUE
proton-proton triple scattering data (ref BA78(a)), but the analyzing
power of the proton beam polarization monitor (Ppp(24°)) is also
needed to calculate the polarization of the neutron beam. Figure (3.6)
shows P n(24) as a function of energy, and fig.(3.7) shows the 
irP
beamline used in the measurement. The results are presented in full 
in refs BA78(b) and KE78.
Cl
CL
Ljl
O
O
<
3
y
<
o
CD
CO
tr
CL
o
CD
CN
Q_
CJ
IDO
CD
o
LD
:£
CJ)
OO
ID
cn
CO
NT
CN
CO
CO CO CN CN
o
CD
CN
CL
□L
3
CO
CN
<r
co
CO •3
56
2
•37
3 
9
cn
<L
C
CL
23
5 CO
NT
CO
lo
NT<r
OO
LD CN
CL cn
CD
CD
ID
ID<r
CL
CL
¥a cl
CO
ID
CO
CN
oo
cO
CN
IDcn
CO cr>
/
%
S u p ^ C o
notf'ng
9c/Qcf/kPo{((?s
□
Ay,
Qn
Aeft
V^*
C0<I?
□
Liquid hydrogen was put in the same target that was used for 
neutron production in the neutronr-proton experiments, and scattered 
protons were taken off down the 24° part of the collimator. Helium 
bags (inflated by the boil off from the superconducting solenoid) 
were used on this secondary beam line to minimise spreading and 
quadrupole magnets were used to achieve a good focus on the target. 
The polarimeter was of similar construction to the proton beam 
polarization monitor (see 2.3(a)), being a conjugate arm device, 
with the forward arms at .24°, looking at a polythene target. Since 
high accuracy was required, it was designed so that fine adjustments 
could be made in every direction. The counter positions were also 
adjustable, so that final corrections could be made Min situ*'.
The asymmetry seen by the polarimeter is:
c2 = P(24°, P(24°, E2)
where E^  and E2 are the energies of the first and second scatters.
If the polarization varies linearly with energy we can write:
E, + E? 
e2 ~ p2 (24°> — 2— )
In practice the calculation was done by parametrizing the 
energy dependence of the polarization, and finding an iterative 
solution.
A double scattering experiment is planned at TRIUMF to 
measure the absolute value of by a similar method. Until then 
we use a value of Rrj, deduced from the normalization of Cheng's 
neutron-proton polarization data.
3.3 Evaluation of the Asymmetry
This subject has been under much discussion within the BASQUE 
group. I will go through it in approximately chronological order, 
starting with some definitions that are used throughout.
Implicit in the following discussion is the fact that the data 
is "binned" into regions of 0^ - the angle of scatter at the liquid 
hydrogen target.
(a) Definitions:
(i) <f>-^ - <f>g. These angles are depicted in fig. (3.8), (a)
(b) and (c). They define, for every event, the azimuthal 
range that can be accepted by the polarimeter.
(ii) g(<f>): g(<f>) = 1 if <J> is such that the particle can
be detected and g(cf>) = 0 otherwise. For instance, if in 
fig. (3.8) (b), <j> = <j>c then g (<j>c) = 1, but if <f> is between <|>j 
and <J>^ outside the region of the detector then g(<j>) = 0.
See also fig.(3.9).
(iii) "j region". This is the convention for the region of
the carbon analyser from which the particle was scattered.
Given constant 0^ , ©c then g(<J>) is unique for each j region. 
Hence we label g^  (<{>).
(iv) {{(f)}}. This is the definite integral of <f> around
the circle of acceptance:
(f>=27T
d* gj C« ■ (3.3)
(f>=0
and similarly for terms like {{cos<f>}} {{sin<f>}}, etc.
Fig.3.8 The azimuthal acceptance of the polarimeter.
(a)
proton.
carbon
counter
Fig.3.8(a) is a proton scattered at (9c><f>c) in the carbon analyser. 
C is the circle of acceptance for this event, (b) is a view looking 
along the beam.
(b) &beam
The circle C is projected onto making the ellipse C’ . 
and <j>2 define the azimuthal acceptance. (c) shows the most 
general case.
(v) Classes of events: We define five classes of event
by the symmetry properties of the azimuthal distributions.
Class A events: all data
Class B events: symmetry about 90°
Class C events: symmetry with conjugate angle
Class D events: B + C
Cone test events: g^  (cf>) = 1 for complete <f> range.
Given the above definitions, the expected distribution of events 
"thfrom the j region of the carbon will be (cf. equation 1.5):
fj (<f>i)A(J)i = (ou + cos^) g. (<Jk ) D((f>i)A(l)i (3.4)
where i labels a single Ac|k region, and j labels the region in 
the analyser.
D(<}>) is the detection efficiency.
We require cu and 3j where
= <a > Ap c (3.5)
where A is the (known) analysing power of carbon, and <o > 
c P
is the polarization of the scattered proton beam (between the 
LH2 and the carbon).
(b) The Original Method
Originally it was assumed that a and 3 were independent of 
the region in the analyser where the event was scattered. (3.4) becomes :
* This equation applies only to the case where there is no transverse 
polarization component in the beam after scattering. This is true when 
the beam is set up for D and D^, measurement.
fjOJAcfK = (a + $cos<j>) gj (<f>) D(<j>)A<|^ (3 6)
Assume for convenience that the detectors were perfect, i.e. D(<f>) = 1
We evaluate a and 3 by minimising the functional:
X2 = I  (N± . (4>) - (a + 3cos<J>) g• (<J>) A<f»i) 2 (3.7)
i
th
where N.^ is the number of particles scattering into the i A<f> 
region from the element of the analyser.
We differentiate such that
ixi = 9x1 = 0 :
3a 33
|X_ = o => I N^ . (<J)) gj (<h)AcJk = a I g?(cf>) (A<J>i)2 + 3 I gj(<j>) cos<j> (A<J>i)2
(3.8a)
1 x 1  _ 
33 = 0 =*>l N... g. (4>) Acf). cos (f> = a I g. ($) coscf> (Acj).)2 + 3 I g? (<J>) cos2<f> (A<j>.)2i J J i J i J
(3.8b)
Now if there are enough events in the element j AcJk we can replace the
sum over i by an integral, i.e.:
I (A^)' **■
i
d<j>
Noting: (i) all A<f>^ are the same size, so we can divide throughout by 
A<|k , (ii) gj(<p) = gj (<j>) by definition, and (iii) the definition that:
F(x) = 1
I  FW
In-
l
for an arbitrary function F(x). Then:
Nj = a{{(J>}}j + 3{{-sin<j)}}^  (3.9a)
Njcos^. = a{{-sin<$>}}. + 3{{cf>/2 - (3.9b)
where N^  is the number of particles scattering from the j element, andi ^ .th i
coscJk is the average value of cos<{>, of the particle scattering from the 
element.
Now we sum equations (3.9) over the analyser, and divide:
a I {{<{>}}.+ 3 I {{-sin<{>}} .
  j J j
C O S O  =  --------  , . 0 ,
a I {{-sin<f>}}. + 3 I {{|- -S1^  $■}}.
j 3 j 3 (3.10)
The sums can be accumulated event by event and 3/a can be
calculated. We can generalise this method to include detection 
efficiency D(cf>)  ^1. Most generally we can write:
D(cf>) = £ a cos n<J) + £ b sin n<}> (3.11)
n n
However, experience from the carbon calibration experiment
(ref BA77(b)) suggests that only the following coefficients are
significant:
D(cJ)) = aQ.+ a^  C0S(1) + a2 cos2(J) + a4 cos4<{> + b^ sin<{> + b2
(3.12)
By putting eq.(3.12) in eq.(3.4) and rewriting in the form:
= Y0 + cos4> + Y2 cos2(J> + y^  cos4c|) + y^- sin<}> + y^  sin2<j>
(3.13)
3a,we get: y = aa + 1
0 o 2
Y-, aa, + 3a + 3a01 1 o 2
O 4. a^i 
^2 2 2
y5 = abl + ®°2 
3b
y6 = a^ 2 + * equations (3.14)
By following through the least squares procedure again, equations like
sin2<f>
(3.9) are found. The list is much longer this time, containing terms 
like:
Nj , N cos<j)j , N cos2<fK , N cos4<|>j etc.
The complete list can be found in ref C077 Appendix IV. The 
Y  coefficients can be isolated, by making symmetry cuts on the data, 
and calculated. In general they are close to zero, and so we 
calculate the asymmetry as Y.]/yo*-
(c) Problems with this method
The fundamental problem with this method is the assumption 
leading to equation (3.6), that a and 3 are independent of j. Under 
this assumption the algebra gives equal weight to a determination of 
the asymmetry from every j region. Figure (3.9a) and (3.9b) show 
two extreme cases, (a) from a j region near the edge of the carbon 
and (b) from a central region. Given this equal weighting scheme 
we would expect regions like that in Fig.(3.9a) to ’pollute' the 
data. We would also expect the symmetry cuts of class B,C and D 
events, would remove most of the poor quality data.
A look at the results of the original method shows the 
following:
(i) Class A results vary more rapidly than B, C or D, 
taking larger values or going negative when the others are 
positive;
(ii) In general B, C and D results are in statistical 
agreement with each other, and out of agreement with the class 
A value.
Even though the symmetry cuts produce sets of good quality 
data, we are still left with the equal weighting of all the data
i
that remains. The intensity distribution across the carbon will
(a)
«
0 -
0
y-"1— O rt1
360
(b)
asma
vary, and so estimates from different parts of the carbon will be of 
different statistical accuracy.
The formally correct way to evaluate the average value of 3/a 
then is:
As we have said, the original method treats every event equally 
in the determination of the averages (eq.3.10), by dropping the j 
dependence of a, and 3. If we now return the j dependence of these 
quantities in equation (3.10), we can see that only a symmetry cut 
that causes both {{sin<f>}} and {{sin2<f>}} to vanish will provide the equal 
weighting solution.
i.e. we have equal weighting of each event.
The only symmetry cut that satisfies these conditions is the cone test, 
but unfortunately results for this class were never calculated.
Table (3.^ ) shows the effect of adding up all the values of the asymmetry 
produced by this method, for the separate classes of result, in order to 
see overall trends. The trend is clearly towards a different answer for 
class D events. The set of class D events and the set of cone test events
C3/ot) -
(3.15)
where A. is the statistical 'error on the determination of 3-/a.from 
3 3 3
the bin.
cos<J> = j _
j
I a. {U}},
(3.16)
the last equality being true if and only if
a.
3
3
s
should be fairly similar, and so we assume that the class D result is 
the best from this method.
Despite all this however, we show (in chapter 4) results 
calculated from class B of this method to be in close agreement with 
other methods.
Table (3.3)
Sum of asymmetry over all angles for event classes:
energy (MeV) A B C D
220 -,01±.19 .821.26 .821.27 1.021.28
343 2.05±.20 2.56±.25 2.511.26 2.791.27
445 4.24±.23 4.191.23 4.291.24 4.601.26
518 3.31±.57 3.34±.72 3.601.74 4.161.75
Total 9.59±.67 10.911.84 11.221.86 12.571.88
(d) Correct formulation of the original method
It is convenient to rewrite equation (3.4) as:
f(<fK) A<fK = Ci(l +  Ac $ c o s c J k )  D(^i) g^(<J>)A<f>^ (3.17)
til 1where now i represents the i event, and we chose to write the
analysing power of carbon (Ac) explicitly. Putting in eq.(3.12) for
D(<f>) we get a form like:
f(cf>) A<f> = c^  g^(<f>) {yq + Y1cos<|) + Y2COs2({) + Y4COS4^ + Y5sin<f)
+ Yg sin2cf>} Acf> (3.18)
where the y ’s are given by equations (3.14).
Now we demand the normalization condition that:
2 IT
f (<j>)d<f> = 1 (3.19)
J
which leads to:
Y Y
c’1 = y {{<(>}}. + y,{{sin<j)}}. + — {{sin2c^ }}. + -Zj- {{sin4<{>}}.
1  O  1  x  1  Z  jL i 1
Y6- Y5({C0S(f)}}i yH{cos2<J>}}.. ^  2Q.
Hence c^  will provide each event with a weight proportional to its 
azimuthal acceptance.
The other departure with the original method is to combine 
spin up and spin down data during the evaluation of the asymmetry. 
The old program produced results for spin up and down separately. 
Using the orthogonality property of (3.18) we get for example:
fC<f>D cos4? d<f> = c^  = <cos<f>>
1 rwhere we can replace <cos<j>> by ^  I cos<(), which can be accumulated
i
event by event. Thus by forming the appropriate integrals we can 
isolate all the coefficients. The solution is an iterative one:
(i) Put all inefficiency coefficients to zero except the first 
(aQ=l) and approximate c^  from (3.20),
(ii) Calculate $+ - $** and g+ + B", the asymmetry, where + = spin 
up and - = spin down,
(iii) Run through the program calculating all the inefficiency 
coefficients,
(iv) Recalculate the asymmetries, allowing the coefficients, and 
the correct value of c. to affect the result,l ’
(v) proceed to next iteration if necessary.
In practice convergence is rapid and a second iteration is 
not usually necessary.
Hence we see that this method does not seek to average over 
data scattered from various parts of the carbon, but calculates the
effect of the difference between every event, and uses this to calculate
A events).Events like that in Fig.3.9(a) will simply be given very low 
weight.
(e) The symmetry method
This method attempts to use the natural symmetry of the system - 
left right if the beam is prepared for D and D^, measurement - and is 
based on equation (1.6). The analysis is restricted to data with the 
symmetry of at least class B, however this does not seriously affect 
the statistical accuracy because:
(i) Most of the rejected events would have very low weight in the 
method of part (d),
(ii) As the table below shows, we only reject 10-15% of the data.
Table 3.5 Percentage of data used in this analysis
energy/polarimeter angle % class B events % Cone test events
Both cone tested and class B data were analysed by this method and, 
as is seen in the tables of Chapter 4, the results are in good 
statistical agreement. The only assumption necessary is that the 
neutron beam profile does not vary between spin up and spin down runs, 
since we combine these data to remove instrumental asymmetry.
However this should not happen, and if it did, all the analysis methods 
would be in serious trouble.
the result^. This method can be used to analyse every data point (class
495/26 86.0 57.2
495/40 88.6 70.5
495/54 91.1 81.8
495/12 .89.2 55.2
Start by writing equation (1.5) as:
n. = n (1 + A_ cr cos(f>) D(<f>)1 o ^
thwhere n^ is the number of particles scattered into the i Acf> bin from 
anywhere on the carbon.
nQ is the unpolarized cross section
a is the polarization of the proton beam incident on the carbon 
analyser. (Again we are assuming that the incident neutron beam has 
been prepared for a D or D^, measurement,) We define left and right as 
the two semi-circles of the <J> range in the vertical plane - in fig. (3.9(a)) 
the <{)=0 semi-circle is left. The number of particles scattering left 
into the <{>■-*-■<(> + A cf> range is:
where n^, is the total number of scattered particles (=2nQ).
The number scattering to the element (<j>+Tr) (<f>+Tr) + A(f> on the
right is:
where n^, = n^ + n^ and D1 (<f>) is the detection efficiency for particles 
scattered right.
By forming the asymmetry as equation (1.6) (and assuming perfect 
detectors D(<j>) = D* (<j>) =1 for the moment) we get:
ilm
= —  (1 + Ac o cosifO DC<f>) (3.21)
l*rp
nR = T  ^  " Ac G cos^  D' ^ (3.22)
(3.23)
l .e.a = ZC40" A cosrf) c Y (3.24)
Now if we put D(<})) = D’ (<j>) + A we get:
—  U+Ac a cos<j>ju j (i -'A a cos<J)) (D+A)
z
T t
~2 Cl+Ac a cos<j>)D + —  (1 --A a cosher) (D+A)
2a Ac cose}) D - (1 - a A cos<|>)A
2D - A(Ac a cos<|) -1)
Now, at most A will be a few percent of D so put:
D »  A
and 1 >> o A cosct> c
z = a A cos 6 -c 2 VD
where the above approximation is equivalent to neglecting second order 
terms. If we had expanded the denominator binomially we would get the 
same two leading terms. The equivalent of (3.24) then is
This amount of instrumental asymmetry is implicit in every estimate 
of a that we make by evaluating z (({>}. However D^, is evaluated (see
section 4 of this chapter) from cr (spin up) - a (spin down), and the
instrumental asymmetry cancels to first order. (This is where we need 
the assumption that the neutron beam profile is constant.) Unfortunately 
this is not true for the value of the polarization we extract from this 
data, since it is evaluated from a(spin up) + a(spin down).
To get the error on z we differentiate (3.24):
2 DA cosd) c Y
= z(<l>)
A cosd> c T (3.25)
differentiating again and using (3.21), (3.22) and (3.24) we get:
»2 1 - a2 cos2(j) A2
62 (a) = — — --  = ------------- -
Ac COs2* Ac c052* CV V  (3.26)
where 1 >> a2 A2 cos2d>.c r
We now have an estimate of a for every pair of <J> bins (<f>->-<j)+A<{> and 
■(<j>+Tr)r»-(<f>+ir)+A<J>) and its statistical weight. Note from equation (3.26) 
that the error diverges as coscj> 0, so when <j> is in this region we will 
pick up a lot of statistical noise and very little asymmetry. The 
maximum asymmetry is seen when cos(}> ± 1. Likewise events with a
low analysing power will contribute a lot of noise to the answer.
Clearly we want to give these situations low statistical weight in 
the averaging process, and the standard way to do this is to compute 
the weighted mean of the individual estimates.
£ a(i^ bin) w^
a = i z   C. wl^ (3.27)
y w.h i
where w. = —  * A2 cos2<J> (nT + nD) from equation (3.26).
X  ,> o C  L  K0^ 0
If we take the weighted mean of a evaluated from equation (3.25)
n (<f>.) A ((f)-) cos $.
I z^ i ’ W  AcC*i) cos^ ----- b   —
r= a- ---- - ----
H/V*.) A2((J>i) cos2(j)i XnT(4»i) A2^ )  cos2^
T (nT-nn). A (A -) cos . y (^ 4) (n.+nn). A (c}>.) cos<f).b K L R'l cv-Yi-/ Ti fv2D' v L R-'l c^i7 Yil — l= a-
l (-ni+n^ i  A2((})i)cos2(j)i J (nL+nR) i A2^ )  cos2^  
i i
(3.28)
where the left hand sums can be accumulated event by event. The 
summation on the right hand side cancels when we subtract estimates of 
spin up and spin down.
This method has been used in evaluating the data presented in 
this thesis. It is compared with the DT data evaluated by both the 
original method and the correct formulation of this method in figure (4.9).
(f) Relationship between the methods
The two main differences between the original method and the
symmetry method are:
(i) the original method seeks to evaluate the coefficient of cos<j>
for every event, and then it calculates its average value.
The symmetry method extracts the asymmetry directly and forms 
a weighted mean of the estimates,
(ii) the instrumental asymmetry is handled in a completely different
fashion, and this fact makes the algebra much less complicated 
in the symmetry method.
3.4 Evaluation of the Wolfenstein parameters DT, P
We have assumed all through section 3 that we have been 
measuring D or D,p, i.e. that the beam has been prepared to have its 
polarization perpendicular to the scattering plane. We use the 
equation:
+ “p™  + dt <a„>:t cos$„<o>± = —2P_____ I  2____ ! i
p ±1 - P <a> cos$IT , __np n H (3.29)
from chapter 1, fig.(1.5)
where is the azimuthal angle at the IT^  target.
^ 0 and to a very good approximation we can put
cos$H - 1 + 0  ($2) in the denominator.
Then expanding binomially and subtracting and adding spin up and down 
we get:
<o > ± <o > =
P P
-P -P
2}P_ + 4- _PP.
1-P <o > —  1-P <a > np n np n
+ Dt cos$h ■{
<a > n 4* <a > n
1-P <o > t 1-P <b- >np n np s n ' (3.30)
So the best we can do is to measure a linear combination of P _np
and Dm• To evaluate D™ we use the subtraction since P <o > «  1.T T np n
The first term is only a small correction. To calculate it we use
Pnp from the calculations described in section 2 of this chapter.
By using the additions in (3.30) the second term becomes a small
correction (<a > ^ -<a > ) and we can evaluate P . To calculate  ^ n n ' np
this correction term we used values of DT from a preliminary analysis.
As mentioned before, the values of P extracted in this way are notnp .
free from instrumental asymmetry. This and the fact that the statistics
are very much lower at this point in the analysis make this a very much
inferior method of measuring the polarization to the method in section 2.
This is unfortunate since these numbers are true P values, while thenp V
rate asymmetry measurement of section 2 is the analysing power of 
hydrogen (A^). The two are equal if time reversal invariance holds 
and we might have hoped to check this equivalence.
It was mentioned in chapter 2 that background data was taken 
with the liquid hydrogen target empty. We calculate the fractional 
background (b) as:
k _ (number of events per unit monitor) ^ emp-ty
Tgt full
Backgrounds at no time were greater than 4% and were more typically 
2.5%. In addition statistics were extremely low on background runs 
and the asymmetries calculated from them were subject to large statistical 
variations. In view of this no background subtraction was made to any 
of D,p data presented here. A subtraction was, however, made to the more 
accurate P data, in accordance with the formula of appendix D.
Chapter 4
Results and Discussion
4.1 Polarization and depolarization results
For the reasons mentioned in chapter 2.2 the D parameter
measurements have not been analysed past the NEUTR0N2 stage. We
present here the results for Dp and P .
Tables (4.1) - (4.4) list the values of P (more correctly A^,
the analysing power of hydrogen) calculated by the method of chapter 3.2.
Figures (4.1) - (4.4) are plots of these results versus neutron centre
of mass angle. As stated in chapter 3.2 the data has been allowed to
assume the normalization of Cheng et al (ref GH67) at 325, 425 and
495 MeV. At 220 MeV the data is compared to that of Thomas et al
(ref TH68). The renormalizations produced by this and the effective
values of Rp are shown in table (4.18) and Fig.(4.10). The curves
drawn are the phase shift predictions generated when all our data is
included in the analysis.
Tables (4.5) - (4.12) list the Dp results. At 220, 425 and
495 MeV they were obtained by the author using the 'symmetry method’
(see 3.3e). Dp data at 325 MeV has already been preliminarily analysed
(by the 'original' method (3.3b)) in a previous thesis by Dr. C.J. Oram
(C077). Subsequently this has been re-analysed by the 'correct
formulation' method of chapter 3.3c by Dr. J.A. Edgington. His
results are included here for completeness. P results at the fournp
energies similarly devised have also been included. Since these 
data are not considered a very good measurement, they are not included 
in the phase shift analysis. Figures (4.5) - (4.8) show Dp as a 
function of centre of mass angle, and again the curves are phase shift 
predictions generated when all our data is included in the phase shift 
analysis. It can be seen from tables (4.5), (4.9) and (4.11) that
the results from "class B" and "cone test" events are in complete 
statistical agreement. Spin 'up' and 'down1 of these tables refers 
to the spin of the proton beam from the polarized source, and <o> is 
the spin of the neutron beam incident on the Ll^  target. <0>p
spin of the proton beam incident on the carbon analyser. The weighted
means of tables (4.6), (4.10) and (4.12) are calculated from class B 
events.
It can be seen from the Dp plots that the phase shift solution 
predicts a sharp, high maximum at low lab angles. This is in accordance 
with Professor Bugg's early prediction, mentioned in chapter 1, that Dp 
in this region might be useful for the production of polarized neutron 
beams. An interesting measurement (at present under discussion in the 
BASQUE group) would be to extend our Dp data into this region. This 
would constrain the phase shift solution in a region where it is rapidly 
varying, and reduce the errors and correlations of the phases.
Table (4.17) shows the contributions to x2 °f °ur data in the 
phase shift analysis. It is all reasonably well fitted, the worst 
case being 425 MeV Dp data where the single point that falls off the 
curve contributes 13 to the x2 f°r the G waves fixed solution and 8 
to the x2 f°r the G waves free solution.
Figure (4.9) shows a comparison of the Dp results at 425 MeV 
as analysed by the three methods of chapter 3.3. Note that slightly 
different angular regions have been chosen for the "correct formulation" 
points. It can be seen that the agreement between the methods is 
excellent. All three data sets yield the same phase shift solution.
Table (4.1) Polarization from left right asymmetry at 220 MeV
0* P 0* pnp np
49.6 .170(.182) 118.3 -.129(.016)
56.3 .321(.065) 125.5 -.128(.016)
63.2 .378(.031) 132.7 -.121(.018)
70.2 .266(.025) 132.7 -.158(.027)
76.9 .128(.025) 140.0 -.129(.018)
83.9 .057(.026) 147.3 -.128(.016)
96.9 -.079(.016) 154.7 -.121(.016)
104.0 -.095(.016) 162.1 -.125(.029)
111.1 -.127(.016)
Table (4.2) Polarization from left right asymmetry at 325 M
0* P 0* Pnp np
44.9 .294(.177) 100.5 -.259(.011)
45.0 .320(.031) 101.1 -.280(.037)
50.0 .296(.020) 105.0 -.286(.017)
50.35 .310 (.037) 106.5 . -.240(.011)
55.0 .241(.018) 112.0 -,233(.011)
55.8 .303(.031) 113.3 -.227(.025)
60.0 . 150 (.018) 118.5 -.245(.013)
66.0 ,086(.020) 118.3 -.232(.011)
66.9 .087(.023) 123.8 -.199(.012)
71.5 -.025(.024) 124.3 -.205(.012)
77.2 -.138(.029) 128.7 -.173(.019)
78.1 -.075(.028) 130.0 -.191 (.012)
78.1 -.064(.036) 131.5 -.203(.035)
78.7 -.093(.018) 136.0 -.153(.012)
83.0 -. 139 ('.011)' 142.3 -.147(.012)
61.4 +.204(.033) 147.5 -.116(.017)
87.7 -.163(.010) 137.0 -.138(.012)
89.6 -.226 (.029) 142.3 -.128 (.011)
94.5 -.226 (.011) 148.0 -.118(.012)
95.0 -.236 (.014) 153.8 -.107(.014)
100.5 -.243(.012) 159.4 -.097(.044)
NfoU v L
c-CevJ/ Vv-a*-—*-U&/1.
Table (4.3) Polarization from left right asymmetry at 425 MeV
6* P e* P 0* Pnp np np
34.6 .275 (.057) 81.2 -.098 (.021) 108.6 -.250(
41.0 .351(.028) 82.2 -.092(.025) 108.6 -.264 (
47.6 .282(.028) 87.2 -.169(.019) 108.6 -.285 (
47.6 .332(.022) 87.2 -.158(.018) 109.6 -.246(
54.2 .220(.037) 88.2 -.156 (.021) 115.9 -.229 (
54.2 .293(.063) 86.2 -.160(.018) 115.9 -.270(
54.2 ,264 (.020) 89.2 -.178(.022) 117.0 -.285 (
60.8 .181(.026) 93.2 -.232(.018) 115.9 -.242 (
60.8 . 146 (.020) 94.3 -.241(.022) 123.3 -. 203(
59.9 .121 (.024) 94.3 -.176(.034) 123.3 -.216 (
66.6 .090(.018) 95.3 -.213(.022) 124.0 -.236(
67.5 .029(.021) 94.3 -.230(.018) 130.8 -. 183(
67.5 .075 (.022) 96.3 -.260(.021) 130.8 -.161 (
72.4 -.002 (.019) 100.4 -.252(.018) 138.3 -.126(
73.4 .001 (.018) 101.4 -.268(.018) 138.3 -.145 (
74.4 -.043(.026) 101.4 -.245(.018) 145.9 -•134 (
74.4 -.011(.023) 102.4 -.225(.026) 145.9 -.109 (
80.2 -,104(.019) 102.4 -.232(.026) 153.5 . -.087 (
80.2 -.064(.018) 103.4 -.302(.023) 161.2 -.083(
81.2 -.158(.027) 107.6 -.283(.019) . 168.9 -.076 (
.018
.018
.020
.023
.018
.019
.023
.017
.018
.017
.025
.017
.020
.018
.017
.019
.017
.017
.018
.028
Table (4.4) Polarization from left right asymmetry at 495 MeV
0* P 0* Pnp np
34.1 .207(.075) 93.4 -.207(.022
40.5 .408(.035) 100.5 -.280(.016
46.9 .286(.033) 101.6 -.206(.041
46.9 .367(.027) 107.8 -.278(.016
53.5 .223(.023) 108.8 -.234(.031
60.1 .213(.024) 115.1 -.285 (.017
59.1 .137 (.016) 116.2 -.301 (.029
65.8 .082 (.016) 122.6 -.268 (. 017
66.7 .087(.025) 123.6 -.291(.031
72.5 .006(.016) 131.6 -.185 (.017
73.5 -.059(.032) 131.2 -.248 (.044
79.4 -.072(.017) 137.7 -.150 (.017
79.4 -.073(.016) 145.4 -.123( .016
86.3 -.143 (.016) 145.4 -.144(.020
86.3 -.162(.017) 153.1 -.092(.016
93.4 -.227(.016) 160.9 -.077(.016
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Table (4.6) Weighted means at 220 MeV
0 * 0 * D ' Pu T np
154.63 154.63 ,0 8 4 ( .2 3 1 )  - . 1 9 0 ( . 1 3 2 )
* 4 7 * 7 4  147.56 .044 ( .  060) - .1 2 5  ( .034)
139* 0 1 '- 140.31 - . 0 3 6 ( . 0 6 6 )  - . 0 9 6 ( . 0 3 1 )
Hj'tl  129.98 - .  124 ( .  103) - .1 5 5  (.059).
121.09 - . 0 3 9 ( . 0 7 0 )  - . 1 9 6 ( . 0 4 1 )
112.79 112.79 .0 47 ( .0 70 )  - . 1 9 5 ( . 0 4 2 )
104.89 104.89 .009 ( .101)  - . 0 5 1 ( . 0 6 0 )
97.53 97.53 .569 ( .3 08 )  - . 0 7 8 ( . 1 8 3 )
Table (4.7) Results at 325 MeV
A detailed breakdown of the data at this energy is given in 
ref, C077.
Table (4.8) Weighted means at 325 MeV 
*
6 (cone test) DT (all events)
90.56 .186(.140) .190(.109)
96.78 -.143 ( .166) -.079(.086)
102.26 - .201(.109) -.160(.083)
108.75 -.033(.060) -.010(.053)
115.386 -.149 (.062) -.178(.051)
121.13 ' -.108(.063) -.063(.050)
126.99 -.147(.064) . . . - .142 (.055) ■
134.47 - . 065 ( . 067) -..054 (.059)
’o9t>
140.19 -.083(.062) -<£#«(.0 53)
146.09- .040(.071) -.041(.064)
152.36 .099 (.109) .077(.108)
157.81 -.079(.339) , - .245 (. 346)'
Values of were not calculated at this energy. 
Dt (all events) is plotted in fig (4.6)
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Table (4.10) Weighted means at 425 MeV
0*
155.52
144.79
146.60
137.28
138.97
136.22
128.38
128.15
120.37
118.46
119.09
109.97 
110.12 
111.03
99.87
101.75 
,102.44
104.26
92.15
95.13
94.02
84.26
84.04
85.97
76.43
77.17
78.76
69.52
63.36
0*
155.52
146.43
137.86
128.23
119.17
84.92
77.19
68.89
°T
.256(.077) 
.177 (.056)
-.Oil(.053)
-.286(.062)
-.159 (.060)
-.030(.069) 
.041 (.100)
np
-.209 (.041) 
-.106(.030)
-.178(.028)
-.172(.031)
-.292(.029)
110.44 -.172(.062) -.316(.030)
101.89 -.214 (.061) -.339(.029)
93.46 -.013(.056) -.242(.028)
-.047 (.055) -.133(.029)
-.136(.036) 
-.020(.052)
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Table (4.12) Weighted means at 495 MeV
156.17
155.79
146.15
146.27
127.61
127.59
118.43
118.35
83.63
81.99
76.74
74.33
0* PT np
155.93 .294 (.092) . -.094(.044)
146.23 i207(.080) -.096(.039)
138.67
138.59 137.41 -.055(.081) -.181(.039)
135.98
136.14
127.60 -.089 (.094) -.134(.045)
118.38 -.185 (.094) -.269(.045)
110.83
110.27 109.56 -.030(.093) -.350(.045)
108.25
99.96 99.96 -.138(.091) -.338(.044)
91.61 91.61 -.022 (.076) -.279(.037)
83.21 .119 (.075) -.231(.036)
74.82 .161 (.092) -.165(.044)
66.60
60.20 65.51 -.013(.095) .044(.045)
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4.2 The Phase Shift Analysis
The phase shift program was written by Professor D.V. Bugg of 
Queen Mary College, to perform single energy analyses for the nucleon 
nucleon system in the "intermediate” energy region, i.e. from about 
100 to 600 MeV. The program uses formulae like those tabulated in
ref H068 relating the physical observables to the partial waves, and finds 
a "best fit" according to x2 statistics. The classification of states is 
as follows: [Notation: where (2S+1) is the degeneracy of the state
(S=0 or 1 in the nucleon nucleon system), L is the orbital angular 
momentum and J is the total angular momentum.]
J=0 : lso 3P0
J=1 : 3S1 " el 3°i lpi 3pl
J=2 : 3P2 - e2 " 3p2 ' lD2 3°2
J=3 : 3D3 - e3 lF3 3p3
J=4 : e4 3H4 lG4 3G4
J=5 : 3G5 -
*
e5 '
 ^ * 
5
1 * 1H_b 3hs
J=6 : 3H6 -
*
e6 "
O *3?/-
6 V 3l6
where the states marked are not varied in the program but are set to: 
Phase = OPE + HBE + Non-singular Coulomb Contribution (NSCC) 
where OPE = onepion exchange contribution
HBE = heavy boson exchange contribution 
and the contribution from the non-singular part of the Coulomb interaction 
is a tiny correction. Still higher phases are included in the program, 
and these are set to OPE values, since other contributions are negligible. 
The isoscalarphases (1=0) are phases with L odd and singlet degeneracy, and 
L even and triplet degeneracy. Isovector phases (1=1) are when L is 
odd and triplet degeneracy, and L is even and singlet degeneracy. The 
e's are the "mixing phases" and they mix states with equal J and AZ=2 
(AL=1 is forbidden by conservation of parity).
Table (1.1) shows the energies at which the analyses were 
performed, and the energy range over which data was accepted. The first 
task of the program is to adjust each data point to the central energy, 
using the gradient of each phase shift with energy. These gradients 
are calculated beforehand from graphs like fig.(4.12). The program 
then uses a formula like equation (1.25) to calculate the x2 contribution 
of each point, and then varies the phases and normalizations in order to 
minimise x2* To complete the analysis at any energy several iterations 
may be necessary because:
(i) Data points may be removed from the data base if they have an 
unusually high x2 contribution,
(ii) Complete data sets may be removed if they have too high an x2> 
or if they distort the solution. For instance, if the da/dft 
data of ref SH69 is included in the 515 MeV data base, no solution 
can be found. Another example is the P data of ref 1VR68 which 
does not agree with ours.
(iii) It may be necessary to renormalize our data (but not other
people’s!) In the analyses presented here, both proton-proton 
and neutron-proton data has been included, allowing both 1=0 
and 1=1 phases to be varied. The P-P data base is good, 
however, and the I=lphase shift solution well defined - the main 
purpose is to find better 1=0 solutions.
Normally we look for two solutions in every run:
(i) Varying all the phases listed above, except those marked *.
(ii) Varying all the phases listed above, except those marked *, and
the 1=0 G-waves. These are fixed at values from the potential
model calculations of Vinh Mau et al (see Fig. (4.11) and ref VI73).
The "G-wave free" solutions are generally less stable than those
for G-waves fixed, especially at 518 MeV, where the data base is the weakest.
The G-waves from the "free" solutions are compared to their theoretical 
values in fig.(4.11). They are obviously unstable in the way they are 
scattered around the predicted curves. For this reason we chose the 
G-waves fixed solution as the better one, and these are the phases 
plotted in fig.(4.12). Tables (4.13) - (4.16) show both solutions.
Note that the x 2 f ° r  both solutions is reasonably similar. This is 
further indication that the "fixed" solution is the better one since the 
G-waves, when they are free, need to go to unreasonable values to achieve 
the same quality of fit as when they are fixed. The 210 MeV solution is 
the most stable, at this energy there is very little difference between 
the two solutions, and either could be taken.
At the three higher energies inelasticity is dealt with by 
allowing the phase to go complex. The imaginary part of this phase 
takes the values 4.6 at 325 MeV, 10.7 at 425 MeV and 20.3 at 515 MeV.
The data bases are listed in appendix E.
Table (4.13) Phase Shift Solution at 220 Me-V C
G waves free G waves fixed
1=0 phases 1=1 phases 1=0 phases 1=1 phases
3 c 
bl 16.77(.197)
3 p
0 -1.54(.05) 15.84(.54) -1,.44 (.46)
ri
5.34(.49) ls0 3.87(.51) 5.50(.47) 3,.95(.50)
3C! -18.43(.84) 3pl -22.58(.17) -17.56(.48)
-22. 5 7 (. 17)
1P1
-22.65(1.46) 3p2 16.21 (.14) -21.06(.87) 16,.24(.14)
3d2 26.48(1.05) e2 -2.81 (.09) 27.78(.47) -2.,81(.09)
3°3 3.68(.44) 3p2 0.82(.22) 3.78(.34) 9.,79(.20)
F3 6.13(.36) lD2 7.39(.19) 5.91(.27) 7..38(.18)
3G3 -2.54 (.39). 3F3 -2.56(.15) (-3.07) -2.53(.14)
lF3 -3.48(.51) 3F4 1.60(.13)
-4.14(.41) 1.58(.12)
3G4 5.35 (.54) *4 —1.17(.01) (5.38) -1.,17(.01)
3GS 0.27(.42) 3H4 0.32(.04) (-0.34) 0., 32 (. 04)
_ *
£s 1.91 lG4 : 1.04(.08) 1.91 1.,04(.08)
3 *
3lS -5.24 • 3H5 -0.87(.04) -0.52 -0.87(.04)
1 * 
5 -1.28 3»6 0.18(.04) -1.28 0.,18(.04)
3l6 1.46
_ *
E6 ,-0.38 1.48 -O'.,38
O * 
6 0.09 0.,09
1 * 
6 0.29 0.,29
No. of data points 190 No. of data points 190
No. of degrees of freedom 165 No. of degrees of freedom 168
X2 190.88 x2 194.00
* These phases are fixed at OPE + HBE + NSCC values as shown.
Table (4.14) Phase Shift Solution at 325 MeV ( —
G waves free G waves fixed
1=0 phases 1=1 phases 1=0 phases 1=1 phases
3si -4.98(.162) 3P0 -13.35(64) -2.52(1.00) -13.68(.66)
h 9.09(1.00) ls0 -9.85 (.50) 8.97 (.60) -9.88(.50)
\  ■-24.05(.48) 3pl -30.65(.38) -26.08 (.41) -30.52(.38)
lpi  '-21.86(2.11) 3p2 17.09(.21) -30.43(.77) 17.13(.21)
3d2 22.84(1.08) £2 -2.65 (.18) 24.33(.73) -2.6 7(.18)
3D3 1.57(.56) 3p2 0. 78 (. 24) 1.85(.46) 0.89 (.24)
5.67(.88) lD2 9.59(.18) 6.71(.35) 9.55 (.18)
3S -9.03(.89) 3p3 -2.90(.34) (-4.84) -3.09(.33)
lp3 -9.09 (.71) 3F4 2.88(.01) -6.65(.35) 2.87(.10)
3G4 11.29(.88) e4 -1.54(.03) (7.92) -1.54 (.02)
3G5 -.03(.35) 3H4 0.64(.07) (-0.36) 0.66 (.06)
_ *
e5 2.85 lG4 1.34(.10) 2.85 1.36 (.10')
0 * 
5 -.99 3H5. -1.14(.06) -0.99 —1.11(.06)
1 * 
5 -1.79 3H6 0.51(.06) -1.79 0.54 (.06)
Q * 
6 2.51
_ * 
e6 -0.61 2.51 -0.61
V 0.17 0.17v 0.49 0.49
No. of data points 330 No. of data points 330
No. of degrees of freedom 304 No. of degrees of freedom 307
. X2 319.05 X2 327.18
* fixed at OPE+HBE+NSCC
Table (4.15) Phase Shift Solution at 425 MeV cL 5 m w )
G waves free G waves fixed
1=0 phases 1=1 phases 1=0 phases 1=1 phases
3S51 -3.21(1.28)
3 p
o -19,.44 (.,63) -7,.05(1.14) -19,. 06 (,.62)
F1 6.56(.63) lso -19. 66(.,51) 7,.69(.66) -19,. 87 (,.52)
3°1 .
-25 80(.54) 3P1 -35,.66 (.,34) -25,. 82(.54) -35,. 73 (,.34)
lpl -42.95(1.56)
3 p
2 18,. 86 (.,20). -35,.69(1.13) 18,. 89 (,.20)
3D2 22. 52 (.91) e2 -2.• 57(. 22) 26., 38 (. 62) -2.,61(..21)
3D3 4.99(.58) 3p2 0,. 05 (.,22) 4.,94(.5 3) -0,07(.,22)
F3 7.24(.38) 1 °2 12.• 13(.21) 6.,15(.36) 12,• 12 (..21)
V -5.85(.55) 3p3 -2.33 (.,18) (-6.,13) -2.• 19 (••17)
lp3 -4.30(.29) 3p4 3.,53(.12) -4.,87(.39) 3,.48 (.,12)
V 5.08(.79) e4 -1., 69 (.05) (9.,04). -1., 68 (.,05)
3QS -1.69(.43) X 0,-76(.08) (-0.,27) 0. 77 (.,08)
_ *
ES 3.47 1G4 2. 24 (.14) 3.,47 2., 25 (..13)
5 -1.39 3H5 -1.31 (.08) -1.39 -1, 28 (..08)
1 * 
Hs
-2.13 X 0., 64 (.08) -2.,13 0. 66 (..08)
3 * 
6 3.29
_ *
e6 -0.,75 3.,29 -0,.75
V 0.,25 0,.25
6^* 0.,67 0.67
No. of data points 363
No. of degrees of freedom 340
y2 475.84
No. of data points 363
No. of degrees of freedom 337
y 2 454.93
* fixed at OPE+HBE+NSCC
Table (4.16) Phase Shift Solution at 495 MeV ( fUc^eo —
G waves free G waves fixed
1=0 phases I=1 phases 1=0 phases 1=1 phases
3c
bl -19.15(1.95)
3 p
0 -23.08(1.49) -17.63(2.16) -24.21(1.39)
el 9.00(1.37) ls0 -19.88(1.27) 7.37(1.45) -19.34(1.30)
V -26.12(1.40) 3pl -42.29(.85) -26.89(1.11) -42.01(0.95)
V -39.57(3.34)
3 p
2 19.29(.50) -32.93(2.73) 19.51 (. 53)
3D2 16.57(1.64) G 2 . -0.12(.52) 20.73(1.51) -0.97(.49)
3°3 5.23(.96) 3p2 -1.46(.46) 2.63(1.29) -1.06 ( .44)
73 4.41(1.25) lD2 14.44(.35) 8.04(0.97) 14.19 (.36)
3G3 -1.69(1.22) 3p3 -0.31 (.62) (-6.95) -1.48 (.61)
lp3 -5.36(.42) 3p4 4.74 (.15) -7.07(.63) 4.81 (.14)
3G4 8.74(1.03) E4 -1.68(.17) (10.95) . -1.44 (.17)
3gs -3.51(.58) \ -0.09 (.15) (-0.02) 0.07(.13)
_ *
e5 3.88 lG4 2.82(.18) 3.88 2.81(.17)
Cl *3I5 -1.71 3H5 -1.96(.13) -1.71 -1.78(.13)
V -2.36 3H6 0.11(.12) -2.36 0.22 (.11)
3.92
_ *
e6 -0.86 3.92 -0.86
q * 
6 0.31 0.31
!l * 6 0.83 0.83
No. of data points 314 No. of data points 314
No. of degrees of freedom 288 No. of degrees of freedom 291
X2 393.06 x2 425.04
* fixed at OPE+HBE+NSCC
Table (4.17) 
Energy- 
220 Mev
Contribution to x2
Contribution to x2 
G waves free G waves fixed
Data
17 P
8 Dn
20.94
4.77
21.35
6.24
325 42 P 
11 D„
43.24
11.37
44.22
15.91
425 60 P 
11 Dr
63.38
17.04
62.56
27.77
495 32 P 
11 Dr
45.53
6.90
47.47
10.16
Table (4.18) Renormalizations
Energy Total renorm. effective value of Rn
220
325
425
492
0.894
1.009
1.105
1.472
-0.84 ± .05 
-.76 ± .05 
-.75 ± .05 
-.72 ± .06
where the errors on R^, are estimates
- R t 4
•7 ■
5 *
3 “T 200 300 400
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4.3 Conclusions
The data presented in this thesis forms the first part of the
BASQUE neutron-proton measurements. The ultimate aim is to produce
complete and accurate data sets which will yield a unique and 'stable
phase shift solution of the isoscalar phases. A major step has been
taken in this direction with the G-waves fixed solution presented here.
(Bryant notes the effect of the BASQUE data on the 325 MeV data base
♦
in ref BR77.) We can already see that discrepancies are starting to 
appear with theory. In Fig.(4.12)(d) the D waves are showing stable 
behaviour different from Vinh Mhau’s predictions.
It is thought that the effect of the rest of the BASQUE 
measurements will be:
(i) The FCj, and A^ data should constrain the solution enough to 
allow the G waves to be set free. They ought then to fall on 
a smooth energy curve, be it that of the predictions or not,
(ii) The precision differential cross-section measurements should 
constrain the remaining phases, notably the JP^ , to smooth energy 
curves, and reduce the errors and correlations between the 
remaining phases to negligible levels. It is important that 
this measurement be of accurate overall normalization.
Appendix A
Determination of the energy of the neutron beam
As mentioned in the text, the neutron beam is produced by the
scattering of protons off liquid hydrogen at 9° lab. The energy of
the neutron beam is calculated assuming:
(i) Free np kinematics, the neutron being emitted at 9° lab.
(ii) Subtracting (from the primary beam energy) the energy loss
of a proton travelling through half the length of the liquid
deuterium target.
(iii) Subtracting 2.2 MeV for the binding energy of the deuteron.
(iv) Subtracting the energy taken away by the "spectator" proton,
where the spectator model tells us that the spectator proton 
in the deuteron will be undisturbed by the process.
The result of these calculations is:
Energy of the primary Energy of the
proton beam neutron beam
237 220
343 325
445 425
518 495
Appendix B
Neutron counter calibration
Figure B.l shows a plan view of the counter, with the co-ordinate
system marked. The calibration was done with protons passing through
the counter so that both the veto and the main counter would fire. All
physically unrealistic data (e.g. if the rear billet fires, then so must
the front) was removed. The timing pulse from each tube (described in
chapter 2) goes to the STOP input of a TDC, the start being common. The
position of interaction in the scintillator is taken to be:
x = (TDC. ^  - TDC . , + K) X Cv left right J
where TDC . ' and TDC . are the channel numbers of that event asleft right
recorded in the TDC’s. We wish to find K and C, where:
K is the offset of the TDC spectra from each other and C is the
conversion between TDC channel numbers to mm.
K depends on the delays in the individual pm tubes and cables, and is
different for every counter unit, but C is a constant for all counters. 
The procedure is to histogram events, for every counter, flagged by the 
veto counter that they fire. Hence the resulting histogram (fig.B.4) 
maps out the veto counters across the face of the neutron counter. It 
can be seen from fig.B.4 that the edges of the counters are clearly 
definable. If the edges are and then
E2 - E1 K = ---vs--- and C =
E2 " E1
where L is the physical width of the middle veto counter. The value of 
C is: C = 21.00 ± 1.4 mm|channel.
The error on the determination of the edges of the veto counters is caused 
by the difference in time light can take to travel the same length of 
scintillator. The two extreme situations are shown in fig.B.2.
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As mentioned in the text (chapter 2.2) it is also necessary to 
calibrate for ’doubles'. The four possible types of double are shown 
in fig.B.3. Whichever combination occurs for a particular pair of 
counter units will depend on the delays in the individual tubes and 
cables. It may be that two or more combinations will complete and 
introduce a small error, but it is more likely that the delays will be 
sufficiently different that one combination is unique to each pair.
Hence doubles can be analysed in exactly the same way as singles, the 
only problem being that statistics are very much lower. However, it 
is always possible, by adding up enough runs, to make reasonable estimates 
of K for each pair.
Some further information is shown in fig.B.5. Note how the 
vertical distribution of events flattens towards wider angles from the 
beam. At the widest angle (445 MeV, 65°) there is a dip in the 
distribution. This is due to the fact that there is a double thickness 
of veto counters in this region (covering neutron counters 3, 4 and 5), 
and this stops the very low energy protons.
As a substitute for this tedious off-line analysis a light emitting 
diode (LED) system was installed. One LED was fixed at a known position 
in the light guide as shown in fig.B.6. (It was thought that drilling 
holes in the actual scintillator might lead to expensive mistakes!) It 
was found that light from green diodes propagated the best in the 
scintillator. The LEDs were triggered with a sharp pulse of -30 volts 
and run in avalanche mode - this gave a light pulse about 10 micro­
seconds long. Using this system enough statistics could be collected
to calibrate one counter in less than a minute. A TDC, - TDC .left right
spectrum was compiled as before, and the peak channel number was well 
defined in all cases (the widths of the peaks again being due to the 
internal scattering of light). The ratios of the peak channel numbers
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gives the ratios of the Ks for each counter. A single run of the 
original method still had to be done to determine a single absolute K 
and the value of C.
Appendix C
Outline of track reconstruction algebra
The algebra is slightly different for D and events due to the 
different triggers for neutrons and protons. Two assumptions are 
common:
(i) that the neutron enters the liquid hydrogen target parallel to
the axis of the target.
(ii) that the scatter in the Ll^  target is elastic. This assumption
allows us to use coplanarity between the tracks and also calculate 
the relativistic opening angle of the scatter. The consequence 
of assumption (ii) is that inelastic particles will reconstruct
to a target position well away from the target.
Figure C.l shows the information available for events:
1) a line in the front polarimeter chambers and a point in 
the carbon.
2) a point in the neutron array (x^ , y^ , z^).
3) the opening angle of the.scatter a.
. If (Xj, yT, z,p) is the interaction point in the target, the
equation of the line in the chambers can be written:
Cxp - XP  = a0 + aP zp - "P
(C.l)
. (>P - yp = bo - V ZP - ZP
where aQ, a^ , bQ and b^  are the known slopes and intercepts of the line. 
The cosine rule to the triangle NPT gives:
NP2/= NT2 + PT2 + (NP).(PT) cosa (C.2)
Equations (C.l) and (C.2) can be solved for (xT, yT, z,p) . If 
we assume coplanarity between the line in the polarimeter and the point 
in the neutron array, y^ can also be calculated.
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N = point in neutron counter
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T
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FIG(C-3) COPLANARITY
B
Figure C.2 shows the situation for D events. We have:
1) a point in the centre plane of the carbon analyser (x , y^ , Zp), .
2) a point in the small MWPC array (Xg, yfi, Zg) where yB is not known,
3) a point in the neutron array (x^ , Xy, z^).
4). the opening angle a.
Note that we have made a further assumption in D - that the scattering 
point in the carbon is at the intersection of the line from the rear 
chambers, and the median plane of the carbon.
Three independent equations in (x^,, yT, z^,) can be formed using:
1) the cosine rule on the triangle NTP
2) the cosine rule on the triangle BTP
3) coplanarity between B, P and T. It can be seen from fig.C.3
that similar triangles give:
yB _ yP
lXB‘a'"Fp+a\
and
yB yT
iv a \ fra\
from which we can eliminate-yD.D
4) coplanarity between N T and P.
Appendix D
Calculation of Pnp
Y n b eam
Generally I = IQ (1 + <cyn> Rnp cos<})) where I is the intensity of 
the scattered beam. During a run we measure:
or
R + = R (1 + <a >+ P ) + R w ( 1 + <o >+ Pc) o v n np oE v n EJ
R - = R (1 - <o > P ) + R n f 1 - <a >" Pn) o / n np' oE v n E'
CD
where R” are the rates detected in the polarimeter spin up/down.(where 
a rate is defined as number counted t beam monitor value)
Rq is the rate detected for an unpolarized beam
RQg is the rate from the target walls and Pg their polarization.
<an>± is the polarization of the incident neutron beam.
During a target empty run we measure:
re = r;e ci + .p* < v ’h.
t _ ■ (2)
RE = Ri E  P -  PE % = *  •>
As there will still be some residual IJ^ gas in the target the 
empty rates are not precisely equal to the contamination in equations (1) 
However to a good approximation:
oE oE P = P' E E
It is also necessary to assume:
<an>target empty <an>target full
Procedure:
1) eliminate P£ from target full and empty equations for each spin,
2) eliminate Rq by averaging over spin up and down target full,
3) eliminate RQg by averaging over spin up and down target empty.
Making several approximations such as
t i
<o > <o >
1 - — —  =0 , 1 + — —  =2<o > <o >n n
leads to the formula:
Appendix E
Selection of data for the phase shift analysis
Only the neutron-proton scattering data is discussed here, the 
proton-proton data used in the analysis is identical to that given in 
the BASQUE group’s publication BA78(a).
The starting point for the collection of the data was the 
compilation of Arndt, Hackman and Roper (ref AR77), and the listings of 
Bystnicky, Lehar and Zanouk (ref BY74). In addition, recent publications 
were searched for new data, and several sets were sent to Professor Bugg 
by private communication. As mentioned in the text it was sometimes 
found necessary to remove points from the data sets because of their 
high x2 contribution. The data used in the phase, shift analysis is as 
follows:
Energy Data Reference Comments
195 MeV llda/dft BE76 Small angle data
197 MeV 3D,p TH67 Quasi-free scattering off deuterium
with a theoretical correction
199 8dcr/dS3 TH68
199 8 P TH68 Defines normalization of BASQUE
P data np
200 a total KA63
203 3R,j, RE66 Off deuterium, but no theoretical
correction. Only 3 out of 5 
points used
200 20da/dfl KA63
210 lldcr/dft BE76 Small angle data
212 5D TI62 Quasi free with theoretical correction
217 5P TI61 5 out of 6 points used. quasi free
with correction 
224 lldcr/dn BE76 Small angle data
Energy-
290
309.6
310
310
310
310 MeV
343.8
350
350
Data 
3dcr/dft 
Uda/dfi 
19 P 
3D 
2R 
8P
np
llda/dft
17da/dfi
lam
Reference
EA54
BE76
CH57
FI56
FI56
CH67
BE76
AS62
AS62
Comments
Small angle data
2 out of the 4 points averaged
We subtract 3 MeV to allow for 
energy loss in LD2 target. 
Corrections made. This data 
defines our normalization 
Small angle data
390.2
400
400
410
421
425
425
425
lldcf/dft 
18da/dft 
8 Pnp
laT
42da/dft
3D
3R
3A
BE76 
HAS 4 
CH67
NE54
BI78
WR68
WR68
WR68
Low angle data 
18 out of 23 points used 
Corrected for energy loss in LD2 
to 394 MeV. quasi free, with 
correction defines our normalization
Large angle data
Off deuterium with correction
3 P points from the same work are dropped
M  tl II II II II
II II II II
498 8P CH67 Off deuterium with correction,
defines our normalization 
494.6 36da/dft BI78 Large angle data
Energy Data Reference Comments
500 laT BY74
520 *^np BY74 One point dropped
520 4D? BY74
520 4Rt BY74
520 3Rt! BY74
Reference TH67 has comments on the earlier data, and was useful in the 
selection process.
Note that at 515 MeV the only da/dft data is over a very restricted 
angular range (150-180°), this is the main reason why the solution at 
this energy is less stable and inferior to the other energies.
Reference BY74 has other da/dft data around this energy, but if it is 
used no solution whatsoever can be found. We reject this data as 
being incompatible with the rest of the world data.
References
AR77 Arndt, Hackman and Roper, Physics Review C15 1002 (1977)
AS62 A. Ashmore, W.H. Range, R.T. Taylor, B.M. Townes, L. Castillejo 
and R.F. Peierls, Nucl.Phys.36 256 (1962)
BASQUE group publications:
BA77(a)C. Amsler, R.C. Brown,D.V. Bugg, J.A. Edginoton, C. Dram,
D. Axen* R. Dubois, L. Felawka, S. Jaccard, R. Keeler, J. Vavra,
A.S. Clough, D. Gibson, G.A. Ludgate, N.M. Stewart, L.P. Robertson 
and J. Reginald Richardson, Nucl.Instr. § Meth. 144 401 (1977)
BA78(a)D. Axen et al, Lettere al Nuovo Chimento 2Q_ 151 
D. Axen et al, J. Phys. G. 4_ 1025 (1978)
BA78(b)C. Amsler et al, J. Phys G. £ 1047 (1978)
BA78(c)C. Amsler et al, Submitted to Nucl.Instr. § Meth.
BE76 Basbach, Michske and Devlin, Phys. Rev.D 13 535 (1976)
BR77 R. Bryant, Internal Report of Texas A § M University No.0r0-5223-08
saclay
BY72 Bystricky, Lehar and Zanout, GEfiN report No.CEA-N-1547(E)
BI78 Bizard, Bonthenneau, Laville, Lefebires, Malheibe, Regimbait,
Diflo, Poulin, University de Caen, internal report (private 
communication to D.V. Bugg)
B070 R.Bouchlier et al, Nucl.Instr. § Meth. 88_ 149 (1970)
BU75 ’’What N-P parameters need measuring" D.V. Bugg, TRIUMF internal
report No.TRI-75-5 (1975)
CH57 Chamberlain, Lieve, Tripp, Weigand and Ypsilantis, Phys.Rev.105
288 (1957)
CH68 C. Charpak et al, Nucl.Instr. § Meth. 62_ 202 (1968)
CH67 D. Cheng, Burns, MacDonald and P.M. Ogden, Phys.Rev. 163 163 (1976)
CH70 C. Charpak et al, Ann. Rev. Nuc. Sci. 20_ 195 (1970)
C077 C.J. Oram, Ph.D. thesis> Published as Rutherford Lab. Internal
report No.HEP/T/65 (1977)
EA54 J.W. Easley, UCRL report No.UCRL-2693 (1954) (unpublished)
FA57 U. Fano, Rev.Mod. Phys. 29_ 74 (1957)
FI56 D.L. Fischer, Ph.D. Thesis, UCRL report No.UCRL-3281 (1956)
The data is also listed in ref BY72.
F068 Folkman and Measday, CERN internal report No.M24 (1968)
GA74 G.Gallagher-Daggitt,"Report on the BASQUE superconducting
solenoid", Rutherford Lab report No.RL-75-008 RLN 74-01 (1974)
GR61 MacGregor, Moravcsik and Stapp, Ann.Rev.Nuc.Sci. 11_ 95 (1961)
HA54 Hartzler, Seigel and Optiz, Phys.Rev.95_ 185, 591 (1954)
HA61 D. Ter Ilaar, Rep. Prog. Phys. 2A_ 304 (1961)
H068 N. Hoshizaki, Sup. Prog. Theo. Phys. 4£ 107 (1968)
KA63 Kazarinov and Siminov, Soviet Physics JETP 16_ (24) (1963)
KE78 R. Keeler, M.Sc. Thesis, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, 
Canada
LU76 G.A. Ludgate, Ph.D. Thesis, Bedford College, London. Also
published as Rutherford Lab internal report No. (1976)
M063 "The two nucleon interaction" M. Moravcsik, Clarendon Press,
Oxford (1963)
NE54 V. Alexander Nedzel, Phys.Rev.94 174 (1954)
0H72 G.G. Ohlsen, Rep.Prog.Phys.35 717 (1972)
RE66 Reay, Thorndyke, Spalding and Thomas, Phys.Rev.150 801 (1966)
RI63 J.R. Richardson, Nucl.Instr. § Meth. 24_ 493 (1963)
SH69 P.F. Shepard, T.J. Develin, R.E. Michske, J. Solomon, PPAR
10 March 1969, also listed in ref BY72
ST57 H.P. Stapp, T.J. Ypsilantis and N. Metrolopis, Phys.Rev.105 302 (1957)
TA72 See, for example, J.R. Taylor, "Scattering Theory, Wiley (1972)
TH67 G.H. Thorndyke, Ref.Mod.Phys. 39 513, (1967)
TH68 Thomas, Spalding and Thorndyke, Phys.Rev.167 1240 (1967)
TI61 Tinlot and Warner, Phys.Rev.124 890 (1961)
TI62 Tinlot and Warner, Phys. Rev. 125 1028 (1962) CsWxVVj
TR75 TRIUMF internal report 1975, page 25
VI73 R. Vinh Mau, J.M. Richard, B. Loiseau, M. Lacombe and W.N. Cott^ingham, 
Phys.Let.44B 1 (1973) '
WA74 G. Waters et al "BASQUE MWPC readout system" RHEL-HEP-electronics 
group report (1974)
W052 L. Wolfenstein, Phys.Rev.85 947 (1952)
W054 L. Wolfenstein, Phys.Rev.96 1654 (1954)
WR68 S.C. Wright, Shawhan, Pondrom, Olsen, Handler, Phys.Rev.175 1704 (1968)
Chapter V
THE EDUCATIONAL SERVICES
(a) WORKHOUSE SCHOOLS
Apart from a brief comment about the apprenticeship system, the 
11834 Report hardly mentioned children. The Report*s authors seem to 
have taken it for granted that children would enter'the workhouse with 
their parents. They recommended that they be accommodated in separate 
buildings under separate superintendents so that they could be
peducated by 'a person properly qualified to act as a schoolmaster.*
The only provisions made by the 1834 Act which specifically concerned
children were those directing the Poor Law Commissioners to make rules
3
for the education of workhouse children and for insuring that each
child was brought up in the-creed approved by its parents, or in the
if
case of orphans, godparents.
This official neglect is all the more surprising as many
enthusiastic reformers believed that a well organised Poor Law
education service would prove to be the long.sought for cure for
pauperism. Certainly, this was the view of C. P. Villiers, an
Assistant Commissioner between 1832 and 1834, who pleaded for a
national system of pauper education as a means to preventing 
5
destitution. Chadwick and Nassau Senior were equally anxious, to 
establish a network of separate schools.^
However, Dr. James Kay-Shuttleworth probably did more than anyone
7else-to shape the-early development of pauper education. He like many
1 The 1834 Poor Law Report, pp 466-7*
2 Ibid, p 307.
3 4 and 3 William IV c. 76, sec. 13*
4 Ibid, sec. 19*
3 Webb S. and B., English Poor Law Policy, pp 43-6, 103-15*
6 Select Committee on Poor Relief, 1862, XLIX, p 468.
7 Johnson J. R. B., *The Education Department 1839-1864: A Study in
Social Policy and the Growth of Government* (Ph.D* University of 
Cambridge 1968), pp 170-3; Ross A. M., *The Care and Education
of Pauper Children in England and Wales 1834-96* (Ph.D* University 
London 1955), p 535*
others held that education was the main defence against social anarchy.
In 1839» he wrote that *the critical events of this very hour are
full of warning, that the ignorance - nay the barbarism - of large
portions of our fellow countrymen, can no longer be neglected, if
we are not prepared to substitute a military tyranny or anarchy for
the moral subjection which has hitherto been the only safeguard of 
1England* 1 Later, in the same article, he attacked the Conservative 
Party for failing to promote *the diffusion of that knowledge among 
the working classes which tends beyond anything to promote the
p
security of property and the maintenance of public order.* As well
3
as seeing education as an essential means of social control, Kay- 
Shuttleworth imagined that it would remedy most of the social evils 
of the time:including cholera and typhus, domestic squalor, the 
collapse of family life, crime, prostitution, drunkenness, irreligion,
4-machine-breaking, pauperism and Irish immigration. *A general and
effective system of education* would teach the poor man *the nature
of his domestic and social relations ••••. his political position in
5
society, and the moral and religious duties appropriate to it.*
6If Kay-Shuttleworth and his friend, E. C. Tufnell, believed that
Poor Law schools^should cultivate ’habits appropriate to the duties
7
of the Station which the. child must occupy,* they also argued that 
the state was in loco parentis to pauper children and that Poor Law 
schools should provide the guidance and help that pauper parents could
1 Kay J., Luddism and Chartism, Explanation of the Measures of 1839, 
(London 1840), p 228. —
2 Ibid, p 232.
3 Johnson R., ’Educational Policy and Social Control in Early
Victorian England*, Past and Present, 4-9 (1970)» PP 96-119.
4- Kay J., The Moral'and Physical Condition of the Working Classes
Employed in the Cotton Manufacture in Manchester (London 1832). p 4-7.
3 Ibid, pp 61-63.
6 Edward Carleton Tufnell (1806-1876) 1834-: Assistant Commissioner for
Devon; transferred to Kent (1836); helped Kay to found Battersea 
College (184-0); inspector of workhouse schools from 184-7 until 1874-, 
responsible for the Metropolitan and Surrey area.
7 Report on the Training of Pauper Children, 184-1, pp 33-5*
or would not give their children* They hoped that Aubinfs Norwood 
2
school would provide a substitute home for London pauper children 
where pupil-t eacher relationships would involve 1parental care and 
affection* *
The Vicar of Dorking was the only contemporary Surrey figure to 
leave a clear exposition of his views concerning pauper education*
•As the children in the House are designed for Servants and labouring 
people1, he wrote, *it would be sufficient in general that they 
should learn to read, to write legibly and to practise the first two 
Rules at least of Arithmetic, Addition and Subtraction* Where there 
is time and opportunity--Multiplication and Division may also be 
learnt**^
•Religious Instruction is .essential* The Church Catechism will
of course be taught* A few private prayers should be added; and
selected passages of the Scriptures committed to memory ••••• The
Moral government of the Children requires particular attention. Lying,
swearing, refractoriness and the faults which Boys are apt to commit,
should be punished by the Rod, after admonition has been given
5repeatedly in vain*•
He was not averse to the children enjoying some recreation: *1 
would allow the Children a portion of time for their Amusement daily; 
and one of the-punishments of bad boys should be to confine them 
during the hours of Play. * At the same time every effort was to be 
made to instil habits of application and self-reliance: fThe work of
1 Report on the Training of Pauper Children, in k PLCs (1838), 
pp 393-*+*
2 See pp
3 Mins, of the C.C.E., l8¥f, ii, p 307*
\  KRO BG^/11/2, pp 260-1 - 11 November 18VI.
3 Ibid*
the house which children are capable of performing should be done by 
them. As parents who mean to bring up their children to be industrious 
set them to do household work betimes, and by degrees make them 
active, tidy and useful, so the children should be employed in the 
Union house* 1
Unlike many of his contemporaries, the vicar was not an
enthusiastic advocate of vocational training: *If they (the boys) are
meant to be Tailors or Shoemakers it will be time enough to begin
2
Trades when they are apprenticed.* However, he agreed that *The
occupations which make boys hardy'and fit for Farming Work are more
3
desirable than sedentary work .....* For the girls he advocated
careful training in needlework as *Few ladies would like to hire Maid
if
Servants who could not work with their needle.*
The vicar believed that it was essential to monitor the children!a
moral, academic and industrial progress by frequent examination. His
views as to the kind of facilities to be provided and the standard of
comfort to be maintained within the schools were liberal by
contemporary standards. *With respect to grown up persons*, he wrote,
*some. have thought it would be dangerous to make the Union House more
comfortable than the cottages of Industrious men lest it should .itempt
to idleness. Whatever force this argument mayhave for limiting the
enjoyments and indulgences of Adults, it does not apply to children
who may safely be allowed every thing which can promote their health
5
and cheerfulness and improvement .....*
1 Ibid.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
k  Ibid.
5 Ibid.
This simple and homely plan for workhouse education arose from
the belief that pauper children were capable of becoming useful
adults. There is no evidence that he believed destitution to be
some kind of hereditary disease. Mrs. Emmeline Way, an eminent Surrey
educational figure, on the other hand argued that a distinction
should be made between *the pauperism which comes from vice or idle-
1ness and that which is caused by the dispensation of Him .....*
Such distinctions were not commonly drawn by other Surrey educational­
ists however. Dr. F. E. Wilkinson, the North Surrey District School*s 
Medical Officer, reported that the aims of the school were *To 
reclaim them (the children) from hereditary pauperism and vice - To 
inculcate habits of obedience and docility - To give them sufficient 
scholastic education - To instruct them in different trades and 
domestic occupations to facilitate their obtaining their independent
livelihood - To maintain and improve their health and physical powers,
2
and preserve their lives.*
If the authors of the 183^ - Act and the Poor Law Commissioners
made small effort to define the philosophy behind pauper education,
they did even less to establish the nature of the education to be
provided beyond deciding that the children were to be taught reading
and writing.with *such other instructions as were calculated to train
3
them to habits of usefullness, industry, and virtue.* Even these
moderate proposals generated opposition among-at least one group of
guardians: the Bedford Board petitioned the Poor Law Commissioners to
if
allow them to omit the teaching of writing from the curriculum.
1 Way E^, Homes for Workhouse Girls (London 1862), p 8.
2 A Report on the Sanitary Condition of the NSDS by F. E. Wilkinson: 
MH27/3£/38VlV2 September 1866.
3 Consolidated Order for the Administration of Relief in Town Unions, 
7 March 1836, sec. V, Article 16 , in 2 PLCs (1836), p 90.
4 Bedford Union to the PLCs, 7 February 1836 in 2 PLCs (1836), App C,
No. 8, p 208.
The Commissioners refused to believe that the acquisition of writing
skills would lead to a flood of applications to enter the House -
workhouse discipline would doubtless prove to be a sufficient
deterrent, and expected that sufficient schools would soon be
available to educate the children of independent labourers. Moreover,
they asserted that workhouse children should not be treated in such a
manner that a-permanent stigma attached to them. On the contrary,
pauper children-should be educated in such a way *as to give them the
1best chance of earning an independent maintenance in after-life.*
Kay-Shuttleworth declared that *To teach such a child (a pauper) to
write was regarded by some guardians, as not_simply preposterous but
dangerous. It was to many of the guardians like putting the torch of
2
knowledge into the hands of rickburners.* Other guardians like those 
of Blofied Union in Norfolk feared that if pauper children saw maps of
3
England they would wander away and leave the area deficient in labour* 
The Commissioners on the State of Popular Education in England observed 
in 1861: ’Unhappily the majority of the elected guardians of our 
unions in the agricultural districts, and in all except the very 
largest towns, are taken from a class generally indifferent to 
education, often-hostile to it.*
-However, Kay-Shuttleworth maintained that ’instruction in 
elementary schools should be conducted, as not only to assist the 
labourer in acquiring mechanical dexterity,, but in bringing his 
intelligence to-aid the labours of his hands, whether by a knowledge 
of the principles of form or numbers, or of the properties of natural 
objects, and the nature of the phenomena by which his labours are likely
1 Ibid; Nicholls, Sir G., A History of the Poor Law (London 1852). 
Vol. I, p 332.
2 Kay-Shuttleworth, Sir J., (ed. Bloomfield B. C.), Autobiography 
(London 196*0, pp 28-9.
3 Digby A., * The-Operation of the Poor Law in the Social and 
Economic-Life of Nineteenth Century Norfolk* (Ph.D. University 
of East Anglia 197Q/1)* P 213*
k Report of the Commissioners on the State of Popular Education in 
England, PP 1861, XXI, Part I, p 339.
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to be affected*1 He believed in a tripartite division of the
workhouse school's curriculum: the childrens intellectual training
was to include a'wide variety of subjects in order to remedy the
deficiencies of the institutional environment; the principles of the
Christian faith should be inculcated; and an industrial training
should be provided to give the pauper child skills that would prevent
2future dependence on poor relief*
Normally, the curricula of the Surrey Poor Law schools followed
3the pattern laid down by the National School Society. Indeed, the 
first schoolteacher at Godstone Union workhouse asked the master of 
-the Tanbridge National School for copies of his textbooks so that he
bcould study them. Apart from this brief reference, there is no 
surviving evidence of the nature of the Surrey Poor Law schools' 
curricula before 184-7 in either union minutes or the correspondence 
with the central authority. With the introduction of the parliamentary
c
grant in 184-7 > each union started to order books and apparatus through
the Poor Law Board's purchasing scheme which enabled them to procure
6educational equipment at an average discount of 40 per cent. Up 
until that time a contemporary observed, 'in most cases, the major 
part of the books were battered, torn or otherwise mutilated and it 
is rare not to see in the closets or desks of the teachers an 
accumulated litter of-leaves of testaments, bibles, and prayer books, 
torn catechisms, and smeared useless writing copies and arithmetical 
tables.
1
2
3
4-
5
6 
7
First-Report of the Training School at Battersea to the PLCs,
1 January 184-1, p 278.-
b PLCs (1838), p 290.
Burg.-,ess H. and Welsby P., A Short History of the National Society 
1811-1961 (National Society 1961). !
KRO BG5/11/2, p 140 - 20 July 1838.
Duke F., 'Pauper Education' in Fraser D. (ed.), The New Poor Law 
in the Nineteenth Century (London 1976), pp 72-3~
Circular of 23 January 184-9 in 2 PLB (184-9)* PP 23-48.
Mins. C.C.E. (PUS), 184-7-8, p 27.
The rudiments of reading were often instilled by the use of
W. McLeodfs Reading Lessons for Children in Thirty Broad Sheets as
at the Chertsey and Dorking schools or by Sullivan’s My First School
Book to Teach me Reading at the Guildford schools* Sullivan’s
Spelling Books were equally popular at Dorking, Guildford and
Hambledon as was the SPCK’s Outlines of Etymology at Dorking, Farnham
and the North Surrey schools* In addition there were many grammars
and dictionaries as well as numerous sets of reading books: those
produced by the Christian Knowledge Society were used at the Chertsey
and Farnham schools, the Irish Board’s at Dorking, Reigate and the
North Surrey and the SPCK’s at Guildford, Hambledon and the North 
* .
Surrey* 1 Thorne and Sons’ Books of Lessons were the mainstays of the 
Chertsey, Guildford and Hambledon schools. For the older children, 
there were selections of•prose and poetry.
A wide variety of mathematics textbooks was im.use: Oliver and 
Boyd’s Lessons in Arithmetic for Junior Classes at Chertsey and 
Farnham District School,^Longman’s School Arithmetic at Farnham District 
School and Parker and Son’s Exercises in Arithmetic for Elementary 
Schools at Dorking and Reigate. For the more advanced pupils and for 
the teachers, there were copies of T. Tate’s Principles of Geometry, 
Measuration, Trigonometry, Land Surveying and Levelling at Farnham 
District School and Hambledon.
1 All the information about textbooks and teaching aids is derived 
from an analysis of the following orders: Chertsey: MH12 12147/
31343/24 September 1861; Dorking: MH12 12222/53190/13 November 
1850; and MH12 12223/9071/9 March 1854; Guildford: MH12 12336/ 
¥*031/10 September I85O; MH12 12338/658/23 February i860 and 
MH12 12341/564-2/11 February 1865; Hambledon: MH12 12372/23001/
3 August 1849 and MH12 12373/940/6 January 1862; Reigate: MH12 
12578/44157/30 November 1853; Farnham District School: MH27/68/ 
49107/3 December 1851 and MH27/50/52359/1850.
Both geography and history were widely taught. According to
W. J. Parker, guardians believed that the study of geography would
encourage the children to emigrate and that history would demonstrate
1the blessings of good government. Dorking and Hambledon schools 
started their pupils off on Sullivan’s Introduction to Geography and 
History but other schools bought specialist studies. The most 
popular geography textbooks were J. Cornwellfs School Geography 
(Chertsey, Dorking, Farnham District School and Hambledon); The 
Compendium of Geography (Chertsey and Hambledon); Geography Generalized 
(Farnham District School and Reigate); and for advanced pupils and 
teachers,. H. Mann’s Educational Tour of Germany, France, Holland and 
Parts of Great Britain (Chertsey and Dorking).
The study of history although not compulsory seems to have been 
popular as sets of general text books were.acquired as well as 
specialist reading books: these included the Bishop of Peterborough’s 
Plain and Short History of England (Chertsey, Farnham District School, 
Reigate and the North Surrey District School); the SPCK’s History of 
England (Chertsey, Dorking, Farnham District School and Hambledon); 
and Oliver Goldsmith’s History of England (Dorking and Guildford).
Religious Instruction, although declared to be of paramount 
2
importance, was rarely mentioned except when boards of guardians took
3the opportunity to buy cheap bibles, testaments or tracts.
The existence of music and singing lessons is indicated by the 
ordering of Cornwell’s Young Composer by Chertsey, Dorking and 
Hambledon workhouse schools as well as the North Surrey and Farnham
1 Parker W. J., An Address to the Teachers ••••• of the Manchester 
moral and industrial training schools, 1846; quoted in Mins. C.C.E., 
184-5, p 405 ff.
2 See pjp
3 For example: KRO BG3/11/5, P 7& - 2 October 1844.
KRO BG3/11/9, P 808 - 24 February 1869.
KRO BG8/11/1, p 96 - 27 May 1840.
district schools; the latter also purchased Parker’s Box of Singing
Tables for Elementary Schools. The Godstone Guardians certainly
regarded music lessons as an essential component of their school’s
curriculum; when they discovered that Miss Darke, the schoolmistress,
a fine disciplinarian who had reduced their troublesone children to
obedience, had stopped giving music lessons they immediately ordered
1her to continue instruction in this area. Some of the workhouse 
schools as well as the North Surrey District School had their oxm 
fife and drum bands. In 1869$ E. C. Tufnell, the Inspector of Workhouse 
Schools responsible for the Surrey area, congratulated the Guildford
Board of Guardians on the high standard of their boys* singing and
2 3band music; the band had been set up in 1862* This training was not
instituted out of a pure love of music but because it provided some
boys with an excellent opportunity to obtain employment in regimental
4bands. The North Surrey District School was particularly successful 
in this respect; as early as 1858, the Managers appointed Richard
Porteous, Bandmaster of the Royal Military Asylum, Chelsea, as head of
5
music. Thereafter Kingston and Richmond Guardians were periodically
required to sanction the transfer of one or more of their boys to the
£
school band or were informed of their admission into the army.
In the days before the general recognition of the importance 
for good health of organised games and physical activity, military 
style drill remained the pauper child’s only opportunity for vigorous
1 KRO BG5/11/4, P 106 - 21 October 1842.
2 KRO BG6/11/17, no page reference - 4 September 1869.
3 Clerk to the PLB: MH12 12339/16623/26 March 1862.
4 Longmate N. , The;Workhouse (London 1974), pp 188-9.
5 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/51/28154/6 July 1858.
6 For example, James Weston of Richmond was placed in the band in 
1863: KRO BG10/11/8, p 297 - 5 February 1863.
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physical exercise. Drill was first mentioned in the North Surrey
District School*s records in 1830 when the managers appointed Sergeant
Thomas Bacon drill master. Later, in 1832, the managers asked the
Poor Law Board for permission to appoint a drill mistress to keep the
girls in ‘such a state of discipline as is essential for the well
3being of that department of the school.* Drill certainly proved to 
be an excellent way of getting rid of the childrenfs excess energy; 
in 1861, Inspector Pigott informed the central authority that the 
fine, state of the Guildford school was due to the introduction of
if
drill. Gradually, the practice spread to more outlying workhouse 
schools like those at Reigate where the guardians ordered the porter
to drill the boys.in *various Military and other exercises* to
5develop their muscles and improve their health. E. C. Tufnell was 
an enthusiastic advocate of the practice and claimed that manufacturers 
found *three drilled men ..••• equivalent in effective force to five 
undrilled.*^
Little mention was made of outdoor *breaks * during the course of 
the working day, but these certainly existed as the provision of play 
apparatus proves: a *circular swing* was erected in the children*s
n
playground at Guildford workhouse in 1839 while the Kingston Guardians
8provided their children with a ‘Flying Horse* and a swing in 18V1. 
Later, in 1861, roundabouts were set up in the window spaces in the
1 Longmate -N., op. cit., pp 179-80*
2 NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/30A3967/7 September 1830.
3 NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/30/183W19 May 1832.
4- Colonel Pigott*s ms report: MH12 12339/19392/1 June 1861.
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1238^/^933/20 October 1870.
6 E. C. Tufnell*s ms report: MH32/108/33786/10 July 1870.
7 KRO BG6/11/2, p 3 ^ 3 - 1  June 1839*
8 KRO BG8/11/1, p 220 - 28 April 18V1.
1boys* and girls1 classrooms at Hambledon, and outdoor •breaks* were 
allowed at 10.30 and 3*30.^
Daily walks were gradually introduced. These provided the
children with much needed exercise in the fresh air, and gave them
an opportunity to make some kind of contact, however remote, with
3the local people and normal life outside the workhouse. The Dorking
and Chertsey Guardians led the way in 184-1 by ordering their children
k & 5to be taken out .for walks on Wednesday and Saturday afternoons*
Both boards of guardians anticipated the publication of the Poor Law
Commissioners * official circular on the subject by a year; from 184-2
-walks outside the workhouse walls were permitted for children under
the age of fifteen though only at the master*s discretion. The
Guildford Guardians did not make use of this opportunity until 1856
when they gave orders for their children to be taken out for exercise
7
on three days a week, weather permitting; - the boys, however, were set
to work in the workhouse fields during these sessions. Outdoor walks
certainly took place at Reigate as Inspector Corbett complained in 1862
that the ohildren were out on Reigate Common the whole time he was
8
visiting the House. However, this may have been a special treat or a
means of avoiding the inspector as the visiting committee found it
[
necessary in 1869 to insist that the;boys and girls be taken out for 
recreation at least twice a v/eek for not less than two hours at a
1 KRO BG7/11/4, p 373 - 2h June 1861.
2 Ibid, p 377 - 8 July 1861.
3 Longmate N., op. cit., p 184-.
4- KRO BG2/11/3, P 399 - 22 January 18M.
3 KRO BC-1/11/2, p 298 - 25 May 184-1.
6 Longmate-N., op. cit., p 184.
7 KRO BG6/11/11, p 228 - 9 February 1856.
8 U. Corbetts ms report: PRO MH12 12581/11233/10 April 1862.
1time. At Epsom, Dr, Edward Smith, then the district inspector for
the Surrey Unions, informed the board of guardians that their children
should be taken for walks at least three or four times a week, and
preferably every day because of their.poor physical condition: he
2commented particularly on the unhealthy pallor of the boys. This
well intentioned advice was completely ignored until a major dispute
in 1868 led to a considerable number of reforms including the
provision for the first time of a playground and the allocation of
3Wednesday and Saturday afternoons for recreation*
Occasionally, the monotony of the children’s life was broken 
by holidays celebrating national events like the marriage of the
if.
Prince of Wales in 1863. More frequently, local members of the
gentry invited the children to their homes for the day: for example,
the More-Molyneux of Loseley House occasionally entertained the
3Guildford workhouse children. Guildford Guardians arranged visits
6to the Send Flower Show and even excursions to the seaside. Epsom
Guardians, who were one of the least progressive Surrey Boards, sent
their children on a visit to the Crystal Palace in.1857. Unfortunately,
this led to an acrimonious dispute with the Poor Law Board who
7disallowed the expenses incurred.' The board of guardians maintained 
that ’it forms part of their system of training the Pauper Children 
to give them, occasionally recreation external to the Workhouse 
combined with instruction calculated to improve their mental powers
1 .KRO BG9/11/9, p 156 - 8 September 1869.
2 Dr. E. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 122b2/bl¥b9/1? October 1866.
•3 KRO BG3/11/9, P 808 ~ 2k February 1869.
*t For example: the Reigate children attended the festivities at
’the New Public Hall’: KRO BG9/11/7* P 289 - k March 1863.
3 For example: KRO BG6/11/12, p 293 - 3 September 1837.
6 KRO BG6/11/13, p 133 - 13 July 1867.
7 KRO BC-3/11/7, P 4-18 - k November 1837 j PRO MH12 122V1/182138/ 
31 December 1837*
and elevate their moral principles.* The children had to be raised 
from *the debasing position of Paupers .... (and) taught somewhat
'I
of the external World and what energy and enterprize can accomplish.* 
The Poor Law Board reluctantly remitted the surcharge on the under­
standing that *the Guardians would not again expend the money of the 
Rate Payers for a purpose which the law has not sanctioned.1^ This 
experience certainly had its effect as years later, in l86f?» the board
of guardians refused to sanction another visit to the Crystal Palace
3
even when-local benefactors offered to-foot the bill.
In theory at least one of the main aims of pauper education was 
to teach children skills which would enable them to obtain constant
bemployment'during-their adult years. When Kay-Shuttleworth persuaded
the Poor Law Commissioners to accept Aubin*s Norwood establishment
as an experimental school, he laid great emphasis on the industrial
training provided! 30~children were to be taught tailoring, bo shoe-
making, three or four blacksmithying, eight tinmaking, four or five
carpentry while another 30 were to be prepared for the navy; boys of
5under eight were to be taught straw plaiting and basket weaving.
The girls were to be trained to scour the floors, make the beds and
wait on the teachers as well as being instructed in *plain cooking*
6
and dairy work. The Poor Law Commissioners-insisted in 184-1 that
*It is absolutely .necessary that the children should be taught manual 
7labour.* Industrial training would-inure pauper children to sustained
8hard physical exertion and prepare them for the demands of . adult life.
: 1 Ibid.
2 KRO BG3/1V7* p b60 - Zb February 1838; the PLB to Epsom Union: 
PRO MH12 122^1/182138/21 February 1838.
3 KRO EG3/11/9,- p 403 ~ 9 August 1863.
b b PLCs (1838), p 290; Nicholls, Sir G., op. cit., pp 36zt-3*
3 3 PLCs (1839), App C, p 133.
6 Ibid, p 1 3 W
7 Report on the Training of Pauper/Children, 1841, p 3^7*
8 S.C., R8XVill(js3£), Qu. ¥f01.
These attitudes were fully shared by the Surrey Boards of
Guardians. Mr. Onslow, a Guildford guardian, outlined what may well
be regarded as a representative industrial training scheme for boys
in 1839* 1The boys above 12 years of age (should) be taught the
duties of Household Service, Gardening, Shoemaking and other
Handicrafts.* By 1842 the number of boys involved was so great
that they had to be divided into two shifts, one working on the land
in the morning, the other in the afternoon. In 1848, Colonel Pigott
reported that the guardians were having some boys trained as tailors
3
and;others as shoemakers. Similar schemes were in operation in
4 5 6 7 8 9Dorking, Epsom, Godstone, Kingston, Hambledon: and Reigate.
Curiously, Chertsey Union, with what was undoubtedly the best work­
house school in Surrey, was one of the slowest to provide adequate
10industrial training. .In spite of Pigott*s constant prompting and
a long standing local unemployment problem no industrial training was
11 12provided until 1869 when a shoemaker and a tailor were appointed.
1 KRO BGo/11/2, p 341 - 23 May 1839; this necessitated a change in 
the workhouse byelaws: PRO MH12 12334/4703a/l b June 1839*
2 KRO EG6/11/4, pp 266-7 - 22 October 1842.
3 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12333/333a/1 January 1848.
4 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12222/21212/11 July 184-9.
3 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12239/36133/3 September 1831.
6 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12317/36006/3 September 1832.
7 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12390/6444a/9 June 1840.
8 Pigott*s ms report: MH12 12372/7016a/20 April 184-7*
9 Pigott*s ms report: MH12 12376/18338a/7 December 184-7*
10 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12146/16631/31 May 1849 aud 1214-7/ 
2844-3/14- June 1830.
11 KRO BG1/11/10, p 27 - 7 September 1869.
12 Ibid, pp 240-1 - 18 October 1870.
It would seem from the unions1 book orders that some attempt 
was made to reinforce the boys* agricultural training with lessons in 
theory. Guildford and Reigate Unions as well as the Farnham and 
North Surrey district schools purchased sets of Agricultural Class 
Books. Farnham District School laid tremendous emphasis on farming 
and dairying as befitted a rural school and acquired sets of 
J. Masters1 Practical Training in Gardening, Parker*s Useful Hints to 
Labourers (as-aid-Reigate and the North Surrey District School) and 
Useful Arts Employed in the Production of Food (as did Reigate). In 
-addition ,-single copies-of R. S. Burars Illustrations of Machine and 
Mill Gleaning and Working Drawings and Designs of Steam Engines were 
obtained. 1
- . • ■ '2_
At first, the Farnham boys only cultivated five acres of ground 
but such was their success that another nine acres were purchased in 
1831.? However, when Pigott asked for animal husbandry to be added
- 4 - ’.
to their vocational-training scheme,* the managers refused to implement 
his' advice. He and Inspector Hawley (as;the Farnham District School 
received children from two inspectoral districts both Pigott and 
Hawley visited it at least twice a year) continued to press for this
Improvement until 1838 when Hawley was-able to report at last that
. J  ■ 3
the sehoolihad acquired^*a horse,~a cow and some pigs.* The school 
farm was increasingly'successful: in 1838-9* it made a profit of 
£93 13s 2d 8 in ^1839-60 £116 7s Od,^ and in the first half of 1863,
£60 Os:Od. 8
1 See p 353? footnote 1-, for the sources for this information.
2 -Colonel Pigott*s ms -report: PRO MH 27/68/22364/6 May 1830.
3 Colonel. Pigott *s ms report: PRO MH27/68/33313/4 August 1831*
4 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH27/68/37880/8 October 1832.
3 W. H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH27/7Q/1237Q/10 April 1838.
6 W. H. ~T. Hawley*s ms reports: PRO MH27/7Q/36231/20 September 1839.
7 W. H. T.-Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH27/7Q/30937/30 August i860.
8 "W. H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH27/70/45773/30 November 1863.-
From the very beginning, the North Surrey District School lived
up to its promoters* promises by providing a much wider range, of
vocational training opportunities than any other Surrey Poor Law
school including Farnham* It was of course by far the largest,
1 2increasing from 600 in 18^0 to 82^ in 1871 whereas Farnham had 
only 100 pupils in 1852^ and 138 in 1870.^
When the-Managers of the North Surrey District School made their
first application for parliamentary aid in 1853» they claimed that
the bailiff in-charge of the school farm was training bO boys a day
and his assistant a further 20; the gardener 10 boys; the master
tailor and his two assistants 12; the master shoemaker and his two
assistants'20;. the painter-carpenter three; the engineer and smith
-three; and the bricklayer one: the membership of all these groups
changed every two days to enable as many pupils as possible" to gain
5
experience in a variety of occupations. The range of occupational 
training changed~little over the years, F* E. Wilkinson, the school 
medical officer, reported in 1866-that the boys were ’Etaployed and 
instructed on alternate days in reading, writing and arithmetic, 
and as bakers, gardeners, gasmakers, gasfitters, carpenters, brick­
layers, painters ^-shoemakers, tailors and a certain number are
6instructed in music, and taught to play on brass instruments.*
1 -NSDS to the-PLB: PRO MH27/51/52359/6 November 1830.
2 Mr. Courtney’s ras report: PRO MH27/71/22373/11 Hay 1871.
3 Colonel Pigott?s ms report: PRO MH27/68/7383/December 1852*
b W. H. T. Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH27A2113/28 September 187O.
3 NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/31/36263/12 October 1853.
6 Dr. ;F. E. Wilkinson, M.D., F.R.G.S., Report on the Sanitary
Condition of the North Surrey District School, 1866: PRO MH27/51/ 
3841 b2/September'1866.
The only new trades were those of 1gas maker’ and ’gas fitter*
The Surrey Poor Law schools offered pauper girls an even more 
restricted range of vocational experience. Mr. Onslow of Guildford 
recommended in 1839 that girls ’above 12 years of age ••••. be taught 
the duties of Household Service from the same time in the morning 
that the able-bodied Women work till dinner, and after that time in 
Netting, Knitting, Straw Plaiting and other ..handicrafts* * Scrubbing 
floors, washing clothes, and needlework seem to have been compulsory
components of all the Surrey schools* industrial schemes for girls;
2 3 bthis was certainly true at Godstone, Hambledon, Kingston and
5Reigate. Normally, the schoolteachers were expected to supervise 
this work although this led in at least one case to a furious out­
burst of anger on the part of the mistress concerned: Miss Smith 
informed the chairman of the Godstone Board of Guardians that she 
was not prepared to spend her time working at a tub like a *day 
labourer.*^ Quite frequently boards of guardians were more interested 
in the industrial qualifications of candidates for the post of 
schoolmistress, than in their academic expertise. The Godstone 
Guardians decided in 1837 that a knowledge of washing and ironing
was an essential prerequisite for candidates applying for the post
7of schoolmistress in their union. That this had been their policy 
for some considerable time before the passage of the resolution was 
borne out by E. C. Tufnell’s criticisms of Annie Hall, who, he roundly
1 KRO BG6/11/2, p 32H - 23 May 1839.
2 KRO BG3/11/8, p 485 - 30 January 1837*
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/70l6a/20 April 1847*
4 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12390/6bbba/9 June 1840.
5 KRO BG9/11/3, P 588 - 11 June 1836.
6 Miss Smith to the PLB: PRO MH12 12319/22546/7 June 1863.
7 KRO BG5/11/8, p 485 ~ 30 January 1857*
declared, had *no teaching ability at all*: she ‘failed* her examination
in arithmetic, her spelling and religious knowledge were *imperfect*,
and her penmanship and reading were *only fair*. On the other hand,
1her *industrial skill was great.* This was equally true of school-
. p
mistresses in other workhouse schools like Miss Clare of Chertsey
v/ho refused to be examined by the district inspector for parochial
schools throughout her period of service and survived many years of
criticism by E. C. Tufnell with the support of the board of guardians
3
who were fully satisfied with her industrial skills. Most boards of 
guardians were reluctant to go to the expense of providing their girls 
with specialist industrial teachers. After the Guildford Guardians 
had built a new school and a separate laundry for their .'girls, Colonel 
Pigott tried unsuccessfully to persuade them to appoint an assistant
4to instruct the girls in laundry and needlework. Even the /protests
5
of the Poor Law Board failed to move them as they Claimed that
6there were-insufficient girls to warrant the expense. However, other 
boards proved to be more generous particularly during the 1860s ;
Epsom Guardians, for example, appointed a woman of ‘decent character*
n
to teach their older girls washing in 1869.
The district schools managed to provide their girls with a
wider range of industrial experience. At Farnham, the girls did all
the housework including the laundry and learned to make their own 
8clothes and knit. Indeed the chaplain complained of the exclusive
devotion of the girls* school *to needlework and household duties .....
9to the detriment of their intellectual studies.* This elicited no
1 E* C. Tufnell*s ms report: PRO MH12 12316/18163/15 Jnne 1849*
2 KRO BG1/11/9j p 37 ~ 23 April 1867; Chertsey Union to the PLB:
PRO MH12 1213^/3529/13 February 1867.
3 E. C. Tufnell*s ms report: PRO MH12 12149/37970/7 November i860.
4 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12338/44845/5 December 1837.
3 The.PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12338/44845/9 December 1837.
6 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/4689/4 February 1838.
7 KRO BG3/11/9, P 836 - 3 May 1869.
8 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH27/67/22564/6 May 1850.
9 Rev. Carey to the FDS, dated 2 September 1852: PRO MH27/68/42323/ 
9 November 1852.
response from the managers who were completely satisfied with an 
education which enabled them to send their girls into service as
'I
soon as they reached thirteen or fourteen years of age.
The Managers of the North Surrey District Schools found them­
selves in a similar situation. They had such difficulty satisfying 
the demand for domestic servants in their area that they asked the 
Poor Law Board*s permission to select a special class of fourteen and 
half year old deserted or orphaned girls who could be given an
intensive nine months* course in *domestic economy*; their intellectual
2instruction vras to be restricted to six hours a week. The Poor Law
3Board opposed any reduction in the girls* academic education.
However, the managers seem to have gone ahead and implemented their 
original plan as in 1859 & class of 2h pupils was described as being 
engaged each day from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. in cooking, scullery work, 
washing, ironing and mangling with one hour*s mental instruction each
if
evening. The rest of the girls had a disappointingly orthodox
training. In 1853* two girls worked with the school*s dairywoman and
16 others helped the laundress; the membership of these groups changed
every two days; in addition, they studied needlework under a specialist 
5sewing mistress. This curriculum remained unchanged until the 1870s;
F. E. Wilkinson, the school’s medical officer, reported in 1866 that
*The Girls are instructed on alternate days in reading, writing and
arithmetic, and employed in washing, needlework, dairy work, and the
6usual duties of domestic servants.*
1 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH27/68/4-2880/2 September 1850.
2 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH 27/51A 0 1 6/31 January 1857.
3 The PLB to the NSDS: PRO MH27/51A 016/10 February 1858.
k G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH27/5^/12560/21 March 1859*
5 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/31/20959/26 May 1856./
6 F. E. Wilkinson, Report on the Sanitary Condition of the NSDS, 
1866: PRO MH27/32/38Vl^^/September 1866.
Some pauper girls were fortunate enough to be sent to Mrs,
1Emmeline Way’s Industrial School at fBrockham House*, near Reigate,
The school had been set up and.registered under the terms of the 1857
2Industrial Schools Act which enabled it to receive funds from the 
Privy Council as well as from private investors and benefactors. In 
1859* the Governors decided to concentrate the school*s efforts
3
entirely on training orphaned and deserted girls as domestic servants. 
Predictably, Reigate Guardians took advantage of their close proximity
bto the school and sent an almost continuous stream of girls there,
Brockham House won high praise from E, C. Tufnell: *Such schools as
5the Brockham can train girls better than even district schools,*
Hot all the inspectors were equally enthusiastic. W. H. T. Hawley 
objected to them, ‘because misled by a .name, the children may be 
induced to consider them as really their homes, and contrasting the 
kindness and indulgence they receive there with the sterner, realities 
of actual life, they will feel indisposed to retain service under 
smart mistresses when they knot* that they have these refuges to fall 
back on.*^
In i860, the responsibility for these schools was transferred
from the Committee of Council on Education to the Home Office which
7also administered prisons and reformatories. After due consideration,
1 Girls were sent from both Chertsey and Reigate Unions; for example 
Chertsey: KRO BG1/11/10, p 117 - 22 March 1870 (2 girls).
Ibid, p 187 - 12 July 1870 (2 girls).
Reigate: KRO BG9/11/8, p 14-1 - 8 November 1865 (1 girl).
Ibid, p 156 - 20 December 1865 (1 girl).
2 Emmeline Way in evidence to the Select Committee on Poor Relief, 
IX, 1861, p 6*f8 ; 25^and 26 Victoria cap b$»
3 Ibid.
b KRO BG9/11/6, p 286 - 26 January 1859; p 291 - 9 February 1859;
KRO BG9/11/7» P 12^ - b September 1861; p 127 ~ 18 September 1861; 
etc.
5 E. C. Tufnell in evidence to the Select Committee on Poor Relief, 
IX, 1861, p 56.
6 W, H. T. Hawley, Select Committee on Poor Relief, PP, 1862, XLIX,
P 520.
7 25 and 2b Victoria c. 108.
the Governors of Brockham House decided to give up their certificate
under Adderleyfs Industrial Schools Act so that they could receive
1children and payment from Poor Law Unions. As a result, Inspector
p
Corbett was sent to Brockham House to report on its condition. He
discovered that girls, aged between ten and sixteen, were instructed in
reading and writing and the first four rules of arithmetic plus a
little history and geography. The rest of their time was divided
between 1 ordinary House Work* (cooking, baking and scullery work) and
needlework - the girls made all their own clothes. A local clergyman
provided religious instruction once a week. The buildings were well
appointed and the staff satisfactorily qualified. Mrs. Way had already
proved, he observed, that the school could train orphan girls *to
earn an indpendent livelihood:.* In August 1863, Brockham House was
3
recognised under the new act and continued to provide not only an 
excellent training but something closely resembling a home for its 
pupils.
The Surrey Unions also sent girls to Louisa Twiningfs Industrial 
Home for Young Women which occupied a large house at 22 Great Ormond
if -
Street in central London. The school was first opened in 1861 and
took girls from fourteen different unions including Chertsey, trained
them in domestic economy and found them posts with suitable employers.
In addition, it provided them with a refuge to return to if they lost
5their jobs or failed to settle down. Chertsey Guardians sent one of
their most difficult girls there in 1870;^  she proved to be uncontrollable
7
and had to be returned a few months later. This use of the school as a
1 Emmeline Way to the PLB: PRO MH12 12^80/16^8/12 January 1863.
2 U. Corbett*s ms report: PRO MH12 12380/7202/2^ February 1863.
3 The PLB to the Governors of Brockham House: PRO MH12 12380/7202/ - 
9 August 1863.
V  Twining L., Recollections of Workhouse Visiting and Management 
During Twenty-Five Years (London I880).
3 Longmate N., op. cit., p 187.
6 KRO BG1/11/10, p 23^ - 4- October 1870.
.7 • Ibid, p 272 - 13 December 1870.
* dumping ground* for the incorrigible and obstreperous goes some way 
to explain its initial lack of success. During its first tv/o years 
it placed 152 girls of v/hom only about a third appear to have 
settled down satisfactorily, nearly half returned to the home and a 
further 36 disappeared. However, Miss Twining and her friends 
persevered and the school gradually built up a reputation for being 
able to deal with the most difficult girls.
The problems encountered by Miss Twining only highlight those
faced by unions who shared the Poor Law Board fs opinion that there
was Ino difficulty in settling the purpose for which girls ought to
2
be trained: they should be made household servants.1 Inspector 
Weale observed in 1862 that * when persons apply at the workhouse for 
servants they do so on the express ground that they find it impossible 
to retain in their service servants in a more independent position. *
The work to be done would naturally be of 1 a disagreeable and distaste-
kful character.* Weale*s conclusions were confirmed by Mrs. Nassau
Senior*s findings in 1873: *The low rate of wages given to these girls
and the excellent outfit with which they are provided*, she wrote,
*makes them saught after by many people who, a few years ago, would
have done their own housework, whose income does not permit them to
keep a superior servant, and who often look on their little servant
5as a mere drudge.*^
1 Longmate N.r op. cit., p 187.
2 20 PLB (1867-8), App 26, p 132; Kingston Guardians resolved that
* respectable Inhabitants' should be encouraged to have pauper boys 
and girls as servants: KRO BG8/11/1, pp 1 0 3 2 9  July 18**0.
3 P. Weale, PP X £ i X ( S t d ) j v * PP 
b Ibid,
5 3 K 3  (1873-4), App 22, p 333.
Sir James Phillips Kay-Shuttlew orth (1804-1877)
Fig* 6
(b) DISTRICT SCHOOLS
The search for alternative means of converting the destitute
children of England and Wales into responsible independent citizens
began as soon as the New Poor Law had been passed. Both Assistant
Commissioners Kay-Shuttleworth and Hall deprecated the lack of
efficient teachers, proper.classification and industrial training in
workhouse schools in their Reports on the Training of Pauper Children
in 1838. According to Sir j George Nicholls the Poor Law Commissioners
were greatly impressed by the Supplementary Report of 1839 which
stated that there were if2,767 children under the age of sixteen in
if78 workhouses and the conclusion that the numbers in any one workhouse
could rarely exceed 50 or 60 and would often amount to no more than 20
or 30. As a result, they recommended that they should be empowered
by parliament to combine unions for the purpose of providing area or 
2district schools.
Some idea of what these schools would be like was gained by a
3study of Mr. Aubin's and Mr. Drouet*s schools at Norwood and Tooting. 
Children from many parishes were maintained in these establishments at
/f
a weekly cost of only a few shillings per head. Thanks to Dr. Kay- 
Shut tleworth's influence, Lord John Russell, the Home Secretary, visited 
Norwood in, 1839 when it already contained more than a thousand boys 
and girls of between six and fourteen years of age. As a result, the 
Treasury granted the school £500 to make improvements in its staffing 
and facilities and Kay-Shuttleworth took the school under his wing. 
Although not 'adopted' by Kay-Shuttleworth in quite the same way,
Drouet tried to emulate the-reforms carried out at Norwood.!
1 4 PLCs (1838), pp 228 -272.
2 Nicholls, Sir G., A History of the English Poor Law, Vol. I, 
(London '185*0, pp 36*f-5*
3 Dr. Arnott's Report on the Metropolitan Houses: 2 PLCs (1836), 
pp 10, 488-*f9*f.
4 Smith F., op.-Tcit., pp 167-9; Barnard H. C., op. cit., pp 115-9.
As early as 1840, the chairman and vice-chairman of Kingston
Guardians visited the Norwood' and Tooting schools on Dr. Kay-Shuttleworth*
advice. They do not seem to have been particularly impressed by what
they saw as they decided to maintain their own workhouse schools; the
only sign that they had taken Kay-Shut tie worth's advice to heart was
Kingston Guardians* decision to send a boy, Thomas Ockenden, to
Battersea College-at their own expense. However, in 1842, the
guardians discovered that even with the newly qualified Ockenden, they
could not cope with the large numbers of pauper children from their
area and asked the Poor Law Commissioners to allow them to send them
2to Drouet's school. The Commissioners agreed and some 40 boys and
3twelve girls were transferred‘to Tooting. As the guardians were 
satisfied with their progress they applied for permission to send all 
their children -to Norwood or Tooting in 1848, following the suspension
if
of their schoolmaster on criminal charges. The following week, Mr.
Drouet attended a meeting of the board and offered to take all the
5
boys; his offer was accepted.
The Richmond Guardians decided in 1839 to 'enter into connection
with some large establishment•* ^ They too approached Drouet and v/ere
7 .about to agree terms when the Poor Law Commissioners intervened and
refused to sanction the move on the grounds that there was a serious
8outbreak of ophthalmia in the school. Nevertheless the guardians
1 Kingston TJnion to the PLCs; PRO MH12 12390/6444a/9 June 1840; for 
the later history of Ockenden-see~p
2 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12391/50a/31 December 184-2.
3 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1239l/50a/6 January 184-3*
4- KRO BG8/11/3, PP 187-8 - 11 July 1848.
5 Ibid, p 191 - 18 July 1848.
6 KRO BG10/11/1, p 345 - 24 January 1839*
7 Ibid, p 331 - 14 February 1839 and PRO MH12 12597/1770a/3 March
1839.
8 Ibid, p 370 ~ 18 April 1839 and PRO MH12 12597/1770a/6 March 1839.
remained determined to send their children there in spite of Dr, Kay-
Shuttleworth 1 s efforts to convince them otherwise, and in December 1839*
the Poor Law Commissioners gave way and agreed to the move. The
guardians should have been worried by the deteriorating state of the
children's health during the next few months. First, a boy called
2George Hooper died at Tooting, then two boys were returned to the
3
workhouse suffering from serious consumption; to be followed in their
if
turn, by two more seriously sick boys* Early in 184-1, the school 
committee reported unfavourably on the school* s condition: the state 
of some of the children's heads 'indicated great neglect, and 
inattention, as they were in some instances dirty, and in several
5
infested with vermin.* Partly as a result of their growing 
dissatisfaction with Drouet*s, the Richmond Guardians petitioned the 
central authority to set up"Poor Law District Schools.^
The Richmond children remained at Drouet *s however as the Poor Law
Commissioners persuaded the proprietor to improve the school's staffing 
7and facilities.* As a result, the weekly maintenance charges were
8 G
raised first to 4-s 3J and then to 4s 9d per head; on the latter
occasion, the irritated guardians circularised the other unions using
the Tooting school in an unsuccessful attempt to create a united
10opposition to the increase in maintenance fees.
1 Ibid, p 4-28 - 5 December 1839 and PRO MH12 12597/8873a/3 December 
1839-
2 KRO BG10/11/2, p 44- - 23 April 1840.
3 Ibid, p 4-6 - 30 April 1840.
4- Ibid, p 59 - 23 June 1840.
5 Ibid, p 123 - 4- February 184-1.
6 Ibid, p 135“^  - 18 March 184-1.
7 Drouet*s statement to the Richmond Guardians: KRO BG10/11/2, 
p 251 - 5 May 184-2.
8 Ibid.
9 KRO BG10/11/3, p 2*f6 - 2 October 184-5*
10 Ibid.
The first intimation Kingston and Richmond Guardians received 
of the appalling cholera outbreak at Drouet*s in 184-9 was an article
'I
in *the Times*» The Richmond Guardians immediately dispatched the
master and medical officer of the workhouse to the school to report
2on their children*s health and to arrange for their removal* Kingston 
Guardians followed the same procedure and removed their children on 
9th January; the Richmond children were brought back to their workhouse 
at approximately same time: and although all were reported healthy on 
their return, one subsequently developed cholera.
In the meantime, Dr. Kay-Shuttleworth*s grand design for the 
establishment of a hundred district schools in England and Wales to
educate^some 50,000 pauper children away from the pernicious influence
5 6of adult paupers received the support of the Poor Law Commissioners
and eventually of Parliament itself. The Poor Law Amendment Act of
l8¥f provided boards of guardians with limited powers to create district
schools.^ However, as the act stated that no portion of such a
school district should be more than fifteen miles distant from any
other part, it practically prohibited the formation of school districts
in rural areas. The Commissioners did not attempt to pressurize the
government into amending this clause partly because of their political
sensitivity and partly because of their dislike of Chadwick and his
o
schemes. Moreover, the decision that the cost of buildings such a 
school should not exceed 20 per cent of the union*s average poor relief
1 KRO BG10/11/4-, p 212 - 4- January 184-9.
2 Ibid,
3 KRO BG8/11/3, p 250 - 9 January 184-9.
4- KRO BG10/11/4-, p 213 -"11 January 184-9*
5 5 PLCs (1839)» App C, p 159.
6 Ibid, p 90*
7 7 and .8 'Victoria, c 101, s. 51*
8 Finer S. E., The Life and Times ;‘of Sir Edwin Chadwick (London 1970)»
pp 152-3 and Roberts D., The Victorian Origins of the British
Welfare State (New Haven i960), p 24-1.
'I
expenditure dashed many hopes* It seems that Kay-Shuttleworth and
Chadwick had not foreseen this problem as they had expected to use
converted workhouse accommodation in the first instance. Moreover,
it appears that many boards of guardians we re not prepared to share
2their power and responsibilities with other authorities. Many
people objected that these schools would provide destitute children
3 'with a better, education than the children of independent labourers.
Many of these weaknesses were eradicated by the 1848 District 
A
Schools Act.' The fifteen mile limit and the financial restriction
were removed so that only the consent of the merging boards of guardians
was required for the formation of a school district. Sectional of the
act enabled the guardians of parishes and unions within twenty miles
of a district school, to send their children there with the consent
5of the school’s managers. This act,: followed as it was by the tragic
news from Drouefs, did something to overcome the guardians* prejudice
against combined enterprises.^ When Inspector Pigott called on Richmond
7 ’
and Kingston Guardians to form a district school, they agreed to send
8representatives to a conference on the subject. Initially, at least, 
there was some resistance within the Richmond Board of Guardians as the 
Education Committee voted *That .....it is not desirable for this
1 Richard Hall’s ms reports: PRO ME32/36/1 February 1845 and
1 January.1846 — Richard Hall was the district inspector for the 
Metropolitan area.
2_ Webb S. and B., English Poor Law Policy, p 108; E. C. Tufnell
S.C. on Criminal and Destitute Children PR Y/I ^ SJ2~3), Q2558, p 225.
3 Ibid.
4 13 and 14 Victoria, c 99 > £• 6.
5 A later Act of 1851 0 4  and 15 Victoria, c 105, s. 6) enabled
Guardians to send their children to other Union’s schools within 
the same geographical limits^ Finally, the Poor Law Amendment Act 
of 1866 (29 and 30 Victoria, c 113» s. 16) repealed the provisions 
of the previous statutes limiting *the area within which children . 
might be sent to a district school from a union or parish not 
combined iniithe district or from one workhouse to anotheri*
6 Webb S. ana B., English Poor law Policy, p 108.
7 KRO 8/11/3, p 232 - 16 January 1849 and KRQ BG10/11/4, p 216 - 
18 January 1849.
8 KRO BG10/11/4, p 225 - 1 February 1849.
Union to join with other Unions in the expense of establishing a
District School, the number of Children belonging to this Union being
small (28).* However, the full board ignored the committee's advice
and voted in favour of joining with Kingston, Croydon, Wandsworth and
2Lewisham in forming such a school.
The resulting North Surrey District School opened in 1830 and
had to face an immediate crisis when the children rioted and did £100 
4-worth of damage. Indeed, during the first two years of its existence,
5the school experienced severe disciplinary difficulties, but a good
staff gradually overcame these problems and the North Surrey District
School became arguably the best Poor Law school in Surrey providing an
6excellent academic and industrial education.
Meanwhile, it was suggested that a rural district school should
be established in the old Aldershot workhouse which Farnham Guardians
7
had renovated for the use of their own pauper children. Both
district Poor Law Inspectors, Lord Courtney and Colonel Pigott, were
enthusiastically in favour of its formation, although Pigott warned
the Poor Law Board to expect opposition from the Farnham Guardians
who were afraid that if the school fell into the hands of the 'Clergy
8and Gentry*, they might 'unduly pamper* the children.. As expected, 
the majority of the Farnham Guardians opposed the scheme because of its
1 Ibid, p 230 - 13 February 184-9*
2 Ibid, p 23? - .1 March 184-9; KRO BG8/11/3, p 269, 13 March 184-9.
3 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/30/32339/6 November 1830.
4- E. C. Tufnell's ms report: PRO MH27/31/464-20/25 November 1852
(Inspector Tufnell looked back at the opening in 1830); Mins.-
c.c.e. (pus) 1832-3 , p 34-.
3 Ibid.
6 E. C. Tufnell's ms report: PRO MH27/31/4-64-20/23 November 1832.
7 The FDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/68/33003/2 December 1848.
8 Colonel Pigott's ms report: PRO MH27/68/33003/8 January 184-9.
expense, but the ex-officio guardians, the chairman and the vice-
chairman, and the ‘more intelligent of the elected Guardians* were in 
1favour. Pigott was so anxious that this ‘important experiment*
should go forward that he suggested the Poor Law Board dispense with
2the regulation requiring all the guardians to sign the agreement.
In spite of considerable opposition, most of the Farnham Guardians
3were persuaded-to sign the necessary papers. The Guardians of 
Hartley Wintney Union in Hampshire, Farnham*s partners in the under­
taking, provided no such difficulties and elected their managers in 
July 184-9*^  In July 1830, Alton Union successfully applied for 
incorporation in the district. Already by May 1830, Colonel Pigott 
was triumphantly commenting on the remarkable change that had taken 
place in the appearance of the children, thanks to their open air 
life.^ He also hoped to persuade other unions in Surrey and Hampshire 
to join the district so that the school*s teaching staff (which was 
confined- to two full-time teachers) and facilities could be improved.
With these signal successes to his credit, Colonel Pigott tried 
to pressurise other Surrey Unions into joining either of the newly 
established district;; schools or into forming district schools of their 
own. As Hambledon Union was within easy reach of Farnham, Pigott
7tried hard to convince the guardians to join the new district school.
Indeed, his eloquence persuaded them to pass a resolution in favour of 
8such-a move, but when in 1831 the Farnham Guardians approached them
1 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH27/68/304-8/26 January 184-9.
2 Ibid.
3 The FDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/68/17803/12 June 184-9.
4- Hartley-Wintney^ Union to the PLB: PRO MH27/68/21183/14- July 184-9*
3 Alton Union to the PLB: PRO MH27/68/3696O/2 6 July 1830.
6 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH27/68/22364-/6 May 1830.
7 KRO BG7/11/3, P 3 - 12 February 184-9 and PRO MH12 1237^/4-863/
12 February 18^9.
8 Ibid, p 6 - 3 March 184-9*
1with a firm offer, they would not entertain the idea* This was most
unfortunate as the Hambledon Union schools were to be some of the
least satisfactory in Surrey* However, as Pigott sadly informed the
Poor Law Board the local guardians were not amenable to persuasion and
2indeed became completely intractable if pressurised* Ironically,
during the 1860s, when the size of their schools dwindled,
Hambledon Guardians sent their children to the Farnham District School 
3for two years* But when the number of children in their care started 
to rise once more, Farnham School could not cope with them and they
bhad:to be withdrawn*
When Pigott tried to persuade Epsom Guardians to send their
children to the North Surrey District School, they would not hear of
it* He had better luck with Godstone Guardians, however, as they
decided to move their children to the North Surrey District School
after they had appointed and lost six schoolmasters in 1830, only to
discover that the district school was full and could not consider
their application.^ However, the guardians did not give up hope and
wrote to Colonel Pigott asking him to use his good offices to persuade
East Grinstead or some other nearby union to combine with them to form
7
a school district. Most unfortunately, this scheme never materialised 
and the Godstone Guardians had to.be content with their workhouse 
schools.
1 Ibid, p 100 - 27 January 1831.
2 Colonel Pigott *s ms report: PRO MH12 12373/3515V12 July 1850.
3 KRO BG7/11/6, p 2 ^ -  29 July 1867.
k Ibid, p 438 - 11 January 1869 and PRO MH12 12378/8106/8 February
1869.
5 KRO BG3/11/6, p 77 - 19 December 18^9.
6 KRO BG3/11/7, P 372 - 13 December 1850.
7 KRO BG3/11/8, p 5 - 23 May 1851.
Pigott*s last recorded attempt to create a district school took 
place at Reigate in l8*f9* Once again, he used all his considerable 
debating skill in an effort to convince the guardians of their 
superiority, but was forced to admit defeat' as the local farmers
1were alarmed at *the least prospect of an addition to their charges**
Succeeding boards of guardians remained just as adamantly opposed to
the idea* As late as 1870, Reigate Guardians rejected as inexpedient
a call from Horsham Union to take part in the work of a joint committee
looking into the feasibility of establishing a district school in the
area* In 1852, Guildford Guardians seriously considered joining
Farnham School District, but eventually decided to maintain their
3existing workhouse schools*
Neither Pigott nor his various successors as Poor Law Inspector 
for the Surrey area ever ceased recommending the formation of district 
schools. The last real opportunity for creating a third Surrey district 
school came in 1867 when Dr* Edward Smith tried to persuade the 
Chertsey Guardians, who possessed excellent workhouse schools, to set
if
up a district school with some of their neighbours* Although the
guardians were sympathetic, they were reluctant to lay out so much 
5
capital* However, after unsuccessfully approaching various district
and industrial schools in the area to see if they would accept their
pupils, they did put Smith*s plan to Guildford and Kingston Boards of
Guardians.^ Although Guildford Guardians were not prepared to consider 
7such a scheme,1 'their Kingston colleagues, who were at loggerheads with 
the Managers of the North Surrey District School and the Poor Law
1 G. Pigott^s ms report: PRO MH12 12576/^960/13 February 18^9*
2: KRO BG9/11/9, P 268 - 31 May 1870.
3 . KRO BG6/11/10, p 7 —  23 October 1852.
V  KRO 351/11/8, p h25 —  18 December 1866.
5 KRO BG1/11/9, P 82 *- 30 July 1867.
6 Ibid, p 160 - 31 December 1867.
7 Ibid, p 170 - January 1868.
1
Board, were interested. Once again, the scheme died for lack of 
support and the Chertsey Guardians had to be satisfied with their 
workhouse schools.
Disappointingly this well supported and concerted campaign on the 
part of the Poor Law Board and its inspectors led to the formation of 
only four other district schools: Mr. Aubin*s Norwood school was taken 
over by the local unions and became the Central London District School
p
with Aubin as the salaried superintendent (4-th April 184-9); the
South Metropolitan District School (12th April 184-9); the South-east
Shropshire District School (6th August 184-9); and the Reading and
Wokingham District School (24-th December 184-9). These were meagre
results indeed, considering the amount of time and energy expended,
but the inspectorate was in no way discouraged even when it became
clear that they were not going to be able to build on their successes
in the near future. E. C. Tufnell and Sir John: Walsham argued that
the Poor Law Board should be granted compulsive powers to form school 
3districts, but neither the Government nor Parliament was prepared to 
grant these. In the 1890s Sir William Chance blamed :,* the conservatism 
of the guardians* for the failure of Kay-Shuttleworth*s grand design: 
*Had it not been for their passive but dogged resistance the country 
would have had some hundred district ..... schools to deal with,
4-instead of ten.*
The debate over the relative merits and demerits of the district 
and workhouse schools was whipped into something bordering on hysteria 
-by the 1861-Report of the Newcastle Commission on Popular Education. 
The authors of the report held that the evidence they had collected 
proved the following propositions: that pauperism was hereditary and
1 Ibid, p 184- - 11 February 1868.
2 Webb S. and B., English Poor Law Policy, p 108, footnote 2.
3 Select Committee on Criminal and Destitute Children (1832-3), VII,
Qu. 24-73, p 220 and 8 PLB (1835), App 21, p 38.
4- Chance, V/., Children Under the Poor Law (London 1897), P 12.
that children born and bred as members of this class furnished the
majority of the pauper and criminal population; that the best hope
for permanently reducing pauperism and crime lay in the proper
education of such children; that district and separate schools provided
an education that effectively freed their pupils from pauperism; that
workhouse schools were so managed that the children in them came to
regard the workhouse as their home, that their moral character \*as
destroyed by their association with adult paupers, and that they
lacked any real sense of independence; and that the administration of
the workhouse was such as to make the recruitment and retention of
1competent- teachers extremely difficult.
Predictably, such an outright dismissal of the workhouse schools,
which had advanced very considerably since 184-6, led to a heated
response, especially as the Commission had not called the Poor Law
district inspectors to give evidence and had been deeply influenced
by the expert witnesses from the Education Department. Moreover, when 
2four inspectors were sent out to survey specially selected areas
only one of them, Cumins, echoed Kay-Shuttleworth*s and E. C. :Tufnell*s
criticisms. Indeed, one of the remaining three declared that *of;all
the schools which I examined the workhouse schools seemed to me much 
3'the best.* Certainly, the main effect of the Commissions exaggerated 
denunciation seems to have been to drive a wedge between the Poor. Law 
and the Education Inspectors.
it
In 1862, four Poor Law Inspectors were commissioned to produce
5special reports on workhouse schools. Hardly surprisingly, their 
findings were very different from those of the Commissioners. To
1 Newcastle Commission Report on Popular Education, PP XXI (1861), 
Vol. I, pp 384-, 385.
2 Cumins, Fletcher, Frazer and Hedley.
3 Hedleyfs Report, Newcastle Commission Report on Popular Education, 
PP XXI (1861), Vol. I, p 151; see Ross A. M., op. cit., p 35*
4- Doyle, Hawley, Walsham and Weale.
5 The Poor Law Board*s Report on Pauper Children, PP XLIX, part I
(1862), no. 150; see Duke F., op. cit., pp 78-9.
begin with, they pointed out that the children could be and we re
'I
usually completely separated from adult paupers. Moreover, V/eale
exposed the fallacy in the argument that district schools were
superior to workhouse schools by being separated from the contaminating
influence of adult paupers; in fact, the district schools had to deal
with the evil effects of a continuous tidal flow of pauper children in
and out of the institution who had no more time to assimilate the
philosophy of the school than the transient members of workhouse
schools. W. :H. T* Hawley attacked the Royal Commission as it had
’.only saught for and obtained such evidence as would cast discredit
on the ^ workhouse system for the purpose of fostering a bantling of
2their own, namely the general establishment of district schools.’
He: went on to point out that the pupils of district schools were as 
fully aware that they were paupers as their contemporaries in work­
house schools; moreover, he declared with his usual insouciance, they 
did not mind.
Predictably, in the light of their official criticisms of the Poor 
Law education service, the Committee of Council on Education requested 
in 1863 that the duty of supervising, inspecting and examining work­
house and district schools should be returned to the Poor Law Board*
3Once this was done, most of the heat went out of the debate.' Gradually,
the .Poor Lav/ Board regained some of its initial enthusiasm for district
schools^ and Clause 16 of the Poor Law Amendment Act of 1866 removed
the limitation that children could not be sent to a district school
5more than tv/enty miles from .their own union. Even more important, 
the Poor Law Amendment Act of 1867^ gave the Poor Law Board authority
1 Ibid.
2 Ibid, p 33-
3 Ross A. M., op. cit., p 82.
h 19 PLB (1866-7), p 20.
5 29 and 30 Victoria, c 113.
6 30 and 31 Victoria, c 106.
to alter the membership of a school district without obtaining its 
members* permission. Finally, in order to make the formation of 
district schools easier, the Poor Law Amendment. Act of 1868 enabled 
such schools to be created if only half instead of three-quarters of 
the guardians were favourable. As a result, three more district 
schools were founded: West London (20th March, 1868), Forest Gate 
(24-th July, 1868) and Walshall (12th February, 1869). The final list 
of district schools was completed Under the Local Government Board 
with the creation of Kensington and Chelsea on 26th October, 1876, 
Brentwood on 24-th March, 1877 andBanstead on 14-th July, 1880.
In the meantime, the largest and most important Surrey district 
-school, the North Surrey, was encountering increasinglyadverse criticism. 
During 1863, both Kingston and Richmond Guardians became more and more 
critical of the school’s organisation and condition. Richmond Guardians 
were worried about the state of their children’s health when they
2discovered that many of them were suffering from ’head diseases. *
Dr. Maybury, their workhouse medical^officer, went to the school to
examine the children and was so dissatisfied with what he saw that
the guardians wrote to the Managers of the North Surrey District
3
School asking them to institute a full enquiry. The managers
answered reasonably enough that it was very difficult to rid children
of head diseases once they had been contacted and asked Richmond
Guardians to visit the school frequently so that they could see for
4-themselves what was being done. The dissatisfaction of the Kingston 
Guardians was much-more deep seated and long lasting. By 18631 they 
were thinking of seceding from the North Surrey District School and
1 31 and 32 Victoria, c 122.
2 KRO BG10/11/8, p 331 - 21 May 1863.
3 Ibid, p 337 - 11 June 1863.
4- Ibid, p 338 - 18 June 1863.
asked the Poor Law Board whether they would be allowed to enter into
a contract with an Industrial School under 20 and 21 Victoria, c 4-8
to educate their sixteen year olds. The Poor Law Board pointed out
that this act had been replaced by 24- and 25 Victoria, c 113j section
14- of which ruled that no pauper child could be detained in such a
2school beyond the age of fifteen years.
Richmond and Kingston Guardians were not the only critics of the 
North Surrey District School. Much earlier, Thomas Lewin, an ex­
officio guardian of Lewisham Union, launched a devastating attack on
the conditions within the school and the far from satisfactory
3
standard of its industrial training. Inspector Farnall conducted 
an official enquiry into the allegations and vindicated the school;
4however, Farnall1s standards were low and his approach uncritical.
Throughout the 1860s ophthalmia was endemic in the school and was
5the cause of endless enquiries and criticisms.
The next wave of criticism and complaint came towards the end
of the decade. Once again, the Richmond Guardians complained about
6their childrenfs state of health. Further doubts were raised when
7one of their children complained that he had been ill-treated.
Shortly after this another child was released suffering from scabs
8and the guardians demanded a full enquiry. Of the nineteen Richmond
1 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12398/7^84/28 February 1863.
2 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12398/74-84/9 March 1863.
3 T. Lewin to the PLB: PRO MH27/51/124-72/26 April . 1857; see pp
4- For H. B. Farnall, see pp
5 See Chapter II, pp 14-0-JL
6 KRO BG10/11/10, p 38 - 2 April 1868.
7 Ibid, p 193 - 8 April 1869.
8 Ibid, p 197 - 15 April 1869. .
children in the school, seven were found to be suffering from
ophthalmia. The Poor Law Board informed the guardians that Dr.
Markham, the Metropolitan Inspector, was satisfied with the state
of the school*s infirmary and pointed out that eleven of the 30
children received from Richmond Union during the previous three
months had been suffering from diseases on arrival and that *the
importation of- disease* was the chief cause of the North Surrey
2District Schools* medical problems* The Poor Law Board ordered
that no child should be forwarded to the school from Richmond
workhouse in the-future-before he had been carefully examined by the
medical officer and- declared free from disease* Equipped with their
new powers to alter the membership of school districts with or without
the permission of~their constituent unions, the Poor Law Board warned
Richmond Guardians that they were actively considering separating them
3from the district. The guardians complained vehemently against this
2f
high-handed action. The Poor Law Board replied with mock innocence 
that they were surprised by the guardians* attitude after all their 
complaints about the school, but would consider their arguments for 
remaining a member-of the school district. This led to an even 
stronger letter from the guardians demanding an assurance that they
g
would be allowed to remain in the district they had helped to form.
n j g
In November, the Poor Law Board announced to the guardians relief 
that they had decided to allow the union to remain part of the North
1 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12601/19792/20 April 1869*
2 KRO BG10/11/10, p 210 — 13 May 1869 and PRO MH12 12601/19792/
: 11 May 1869.- .
3 - PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12601/19792/11 May 1869.
4 Richmond.Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12601/25547/20 May 1869.
5 The PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12601/25547/31 May 1869.
6 KRO BG10/11/10, p 223 - 3 June 1869.
7 -The PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12601/29119/9 November 1869.
8 Richmond Union to the PLB: KRO BG10/11/10, p 287 - 11 November 1869.
Surrey District. In this v/ay the Poor Law Board turned away some
of the wrath of the guardians and made them aware of their vulnerability.
Although this is a fascinating example of how the Poor Law Board dealt
-with some of .its more malleable unions, it does not inspire confidence
m  its impartiality or judgment as without doubt the organisation
and facilities of the North. Smjey District Schools left a great deal
to be- desired in-spite of the bland support given them by an uncritical 
1inspectorate. Richmond Guardians were by no means cowed by their 
experience-and returned to the attack in 1871 when their Education 
Committee-reported that the schools dormitories were seriously over- 
crowded with 37 and 38 beds to a room; that some-of the bed linen was 
filthy; that some of the palliasses were almost empty; and that some 
of the.beds were in a state of near collapse because of the rotten 
condition of their iron supports. On examination, they found neither 
the boys, nor their clothes to be as clean as they ought to have been;
p
although they admitted that the girls were in much better condition.
The Poor Law Board’s struggle with Richmond Guardians was mild 
compared with the difficulties they encountered dealing with Kingston’s 
representatives. In September 1868, the guardians sent a memorial to 
the Poor Law Board demanding that the North Surrey District be broken
up because^of the school’s unsatisfactory hygenic condition and its
3 .
inefficient management. They pointed out that they had approached
-the-managers of.-the school with a similar request on 4th February, 1868
if
-but had been unable to obtain a reply. The Poor Law Board instituted
5 'an enquiry'led by Dr. Markham into their charges. However, Dr.
Markham reported favourably on both the^school’s medical facilities and 
its-general management.^ This did nothing to quieten the guardians’
1 See Chapter X, pj»7i7-*7j^
2 KRO BG10/11/11, pp 130-1 - 28 September 1871.
3 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH27/53/43986/3 September 1868.
4 Ibid.
5 ~~The PLB'to Dr. Markham: PRO MH27/33/46601/25 September 1868.
6 Dr. Markham’s ms report: PRO MH27/53/15805/16 March 1869.
fears and they reiterated their request to be allowed to leave the
■-j
district. Wisely, the Poor Law Board allowed the guardians to cool
down and nothing more was heard from the Kingston Guardians until
1870 when they were moved to fury by the news that the Parish of St. .
Mary Abbotts, Kensington, was to join the district, claiming that they
2had not been consulted. Before the Poor Law Board had drafted a reply
to this-missive, the guardians had returned to the attack, objecting
to this ?peremptory order* and claiming that the school was already
3too large and that there were no vacancies. The Poor Law Board 
rebutted-these charges, pointing out that they had informed the 
guardians who had not thought fit to reply to their circular and 
that the school had managed to find room for considerable numbers of 
children from St. George*s and -Woolwich Unions in the past; nor did: 
they accept their contention that the school was already too large, 
pointing out that the South Metropolitan District School had 1,300
If.'
children on its roll. Kingston Guardians remained unpacified and
unconvinced: they-believed that the sheer~size of the school encouraged
the spread of ophthalmia and other infectious diseases and wished to
5be allowed to secede from the district. Eventually, after a long
6-acrimonious struggle, Kingston achieved its freedom, only to enter 
into an equally long search for a suitable replacement. Eventually,
n
in 1877» they came to-an agreementwith the Cowley Industrial School.'
By the end of the 1860s even the most ardent and uncritical 
supporters of-the-district school were having to face up to the fact 
that this much praised-institution had great weaknesses. At the 
"economic- level, district schools had proved' to be disappointingly
1 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO M27/53/30?&*/'l6 June 1869.
2 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH27/71/37^8/13 September 1870.
3 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH27/71/^209V"27 September 1870.
k The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH27/7lA*209i*/l7 October 1870.
5 Kingston Union-to the PLB: PRO MH27/71A9992/17 November 1870.
6 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12^02/2733/6 February 1871.
7 KRO BG8/11/16, p 100 - 22 March 1877.
expensive: running costs were high and there were large capital out­
lays on the maintenance of the existing buildings as well as on their 
1modernisation. V/ith growing numbers of pupils, extensive extra 
accommodation and teaching space had to be provided. In spite of 
what appeared to contemporaries to be endless improvements, the 
district schools * medical facilities were by no means satisfactory 
in 1871.2
At a more fundamental level, the proud hopes of Kay-Shuttieworth
and E. C. Tufnell had only been realised in part. It proved no
easier in district than workhouse schools to separate pauper children
completely from their backgrounds and to prevent them from imbibing
a set of moral values very different from those idealists hoped to
instil. The constant arrival of large numbers of unhappy, hostile
children made it very difficult to create a stable atmosphere in
which the long term pupils - the orphans, the deserted and the
3
illegitimate - could settle down and develop normally. Indeed, 
the remoteness and institutalization of district schools became 
increasingly obvious as the years went by while the advantages of the 
more intimate and sympathetic atmosphere and sense of caring in a 
good workhouse school were slowly recognised.
1 Duke F., op. cit., p 73; E. C. Tufnell conceded that *expenses 
are not diminished by these district schools*, S.C. on Criminal 
and Destitute Children^ f?BVjl 2'SJL'~3 ) Q255&» P 225.
2 See Chapter II, pp7A-S
3 Robert Weale’s Report, The Poor Law Board*s Report on Pauper 
Children, PP XLIX, Part I (1862), no. 150,' pp 5, 33.
(b) BOARDING OUT
In l868, English boards of guardians started applying for 
permission to board out certain classes of pauper children, usually
'I
orphans and deserted children, on the Scottish model. For a time 
the Poor Law Board opposed the introduction of the boarding out 
system but in l868 agreed to the setting up of a number of trial 
schemes, Tn 1869, the Poor Law Board made its disapproval of the 
scheme clear in a reply to Evesham Guardians: in its opinion fGuardians 
would be unable to exercise the necessary control and supervision of 
the children-who may tie removed from the workhouse and placed under 
the charge of thosa whose main object in taking the children would be 
to make a profit out of the sums allowed for their maintenance**
Other strong objections occurred to them, such as the difficulty of 
ensuring that *some regular education for the children is given as 
in the schools attached to the Union,* However, in spite of its 
objections, the Poor Law Board allowed thirty boarding out committees 
to be set up in 1869*
The Surrey Unions were quick to take advantage of the Poor Law
Board*s impotence in the matter - *no orders-or regulations to the
5
contrary having been issued.* Farnham Union was the first to 
arrange for a child to be fostered in November 1869* Mrs. Digance 
of. West Horsley obtained permission to set up a boarding out committee
n
for Guildford Union children in 1870 while the Chertsey Guardians
g  -
supported a similar scheme put forward by its Ladies* Committee, The
1 Chance-W.,,Our Treatment of the Poor (London. 1899)» p 179; Webb S, 
and B., English Poor Law Policy, p 130, ' . .. •
2 21 PLBf(1868) p 25.
3 2a plb; (1869} p 3.
b Pinchbeck I.,and Hewitt M., Children in English Society (London 
1973),-Vol. II, p 323; Circular of 30 October 1869.
3 The PLB to Newcastle Union, 17 March 1871: Webb S. and B., op. 
cit., p 11 f^, f/n 3*
6 Farnham Union to the PLB: PKO MH12 12278/33801a/20 November 1869.
7 KRO BGo/11/17, p 203 - 3 September 1870.
8 KRO BG1/11/10, p 237 - 13 November 1870.
guardians wisely laid down detailed conditions. The children were to
be boarded out at four years of age if the medical officer was
satisfied that they were in good health. They ordered that each
child was to be brought up Carefully in all respects as one of the
family with whom it boards, to learn lessons of industry, frugality
1and self-reliance,1 They resolved that *special attention be given 
to-the formation-of habits of truthfulness, obedience, personal clean­
liness and training in needlework,* The children were to attend 
parochial and Sunday schools until they reached thirteen years of 
age, when theyiwere-to go into service. Each child was to receive 
an outfit of clothes, and its foster parents were to be given ks a 
week-maintenance grant and 6a a week for clothes; the guardians also 
agreed .to pay school fees, not exceeding 2d per week for each child,
Dorking Guardians, who had a poor record in pauper education,
supported the establishment of two boarding out committees in 1871:
both were recognised by the Poor Law Board. Although the Poor
Law-Board gave the go-ahead to an Epsom Union Boarding-Out Committee
in March. 1871, the guardians had not managed to establish a modus
vivendi by the time the Local Government Board took over responsibility 
6for-such matters. When the Kingston Guardians asked the Poor Law 
Board if they could board out bO pauper girls with foster parents, 
the central authority agreed as long as the children had been orphaned 
or deserted.^ :■
Some ladies* committees took up the task of alleviating the 
condition of pauper children in other areas. A group of ladies 
living at Ripley in Guildford Union, for instance, set up a boarding-
9
out committee to find foster homes for pauper children from Bethnal Green.
1 Ibid.
2 ' Ibid. '
3 The PL3 to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12225/1619/21 January 1871.
k The. PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12225/233^3/29 May 1871.
5 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 122^3/^911/17 March 1871 etc.
6 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 122^3/2^722/5 June 1871 etc.
7 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12^02/3573^/7 August 1871.
8 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO 2*1312 12^ 4-02/3573V 12 August 1871,
9 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 123^1/112^3/13 March 1871.
Gradually, the boarding-out system removed the need for both
"I
workhouse and district schools. By the late 1870s all the inspectors
were enthusiastic advocates of this approach and J, J. Henley, the
chief inspector, declared that he would *be glad to see the day when
every child of teachable age is removed from the workhouse altogether,
2
not only as to its education, but as to its maintenance,1 As the
years went by the district inspectors noted with satisfaction the
3
steady decline in the number of pupils in workhouse schools*
1 See pp 3S7-9
2 Inspector Henley, Poor Law Conferences, 1877* PP 296-7*
3 J# R* Mozley*s report, 16 LGB (1886-7), app. 3 8, p 93*
(c) INDUSTRIAL TRAINING, APPRENTICESHIP AMD INITIAL EMPLOYMENT
Some Surrey Unions considered hiring out children in the interests 
of economy, job-related industrial training and early placing* However, 
these schemes closely resembled the type of arrangements attacked by 
the authors of the 1834 Poor Law Report* In 1837, Godstone Guardians
p
decided to hire out their boys at 1s 6d each weekly, but rescinded
3
the order after further reflection*. Guildford Board of Guardians
4
put- forward a similar scheme in 1842: their older boys vrere to be
-boarded out with local farmers to learn animal and plant husbandry*
The Poor-Law Commissioners agreed to the proposals in principle but
warned'the guardians not to allow the scheme to develop *the evils of 
i 3
pauper-apprenticeship* 1 As a result the guardians gave up the idea
6and decided to buy two and a half acres of agricultural land instead*
A third example of this approach occurred at Chertsey in 1843 when
the workhouse became seriously overcrowded: the guardians suggested
that a number of older boys should be boarded out with local farmers
in return for their labour and a weekly maintenance allowance of
2s 6d. The Poor Law Commissioners, however, objected strenuously to
this move which they argued would depress wages and make the boys.
8indolent. In spite of its rejection, the Chertsey Guardians returned 
to a modified version of this plan in 1866: twelve year old boys were 
to be hired out to * approved persons within 3 miles of the Union for 
the purpose of enabling them to learn how to become gardeners, farm 
servants, or some other occupations, which may enable them to obtain 
a livelihood.* The hirers were to pay the guardians * an appropriate
1 The 183VPoor Law Report (Checkland), pp 102-114.
2 KRO BG3/11/1, p 392 - 10 November 1837-
3 Ibid", p 396 - 17 November 1837*
4 -Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1233V5633a/7 May 1842.
3 The-PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 1233V3633a/l3 May 1842*
6 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1233Vl0006a/l6 August 1842.
7 . Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12l43/7333a/11 June 1843.
8 The PLCs to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12l43/7333a/l9 June 1843.
9 KRO BG1/11/8, p 330 - 12 June 1866.
sum1 according to an increasing scale1 for the boys* labour*
Neither the Poor Law Board nor its district inspector, Dr. Edward
Smith, impressed by the guardians* arguments and recommended
that they form, .a district school with other local unions so that
they could provide adequate industrial training and *place the boys
1and girls in the World*.* In the end, Chertsey Guardians emulated
the rest of the-Surrey Unions in providing industrial training within 
2tha workhouse.
'Apart from these: dubious schemes, most Surrey Unions-continued 
to-apprentice boys and girls to suitable masters or mistresses* The 
authors of the 1834 Report were at their vaguest when dealing with 
apprenticeship arguing_that the information they had collected was
3
♦too meagre to afford grounds for legislation. 1 As a result, they 
suggested that *the Central Board be empowered to make such regulations 
as they shall think fit-*.*,.. and that at a-future period, when the 
effect of the^proposed alterations shall have been seen, the Central 
Board be required to make-special enquiry into the oneration of the
4*laws respecting the apprenticing of children ****** Although the 1834
Act gave the Poor Law Commissioners the power ,to make regulations for
5*the apprenticing of the children of poor persons,* they were 
very-reluctant to. exercise-it* In consequence there was considerable 
confusion regarding apprenticeship in Surrey and the rest of the 
'Country* When-Dorking Guardians wrote to the Poor Law Commissioners in 
“1837 to ask whether they had issued *any Rules for the binding of Poor
T KRO “BG1/11/8, pp 423-6 - 18 December 1866.
2 KRO BG1/11/10, p 27 - 7 September 1869.
3 The 183^ Poor Law Report, p 466.
4 Ibid, p 467*-
3 4 and .5 William IV, c 76, Secs* 13 and 61.
Children,1' they were told that no such regulations had been draim
?up; they wrote again in 18AA but with no greater success. Epsom
Guardians were just as confused and wrote to the Poor Law Commissioners
in 18A1 to see if they were still allowed to apprentice pauper 
■2
children. In 1838, Godstone Guardians applied for copies of the
Zf
non-existent regulations. Even when Richmond Guardians applied for
practical advice - they wanted to know whether they could compel their
parish overseers ho visit'their apprentices to make sure that their
progress andiliving conditions were acceptable - the Poor Law
Commissioners replied'that- there was nothing they could say ’for the
present ®“ as they were still: considering what form the projected
5
regulations should- take. Sir George Nicholls. excused the Commissioners’ 
tardiness by explaining, that it was difficult to define the precise 
-mode by which the evils of apprenticeship could be remedied, and that 
they had believed that the number of apprenticeships would greatly 
diminish as the number-of ^‘persons maintaining -themselves independently 
of the poor-rates-increased.* The Commissioners prophesied that 
’compulsory bindings® would soon become so limited in point of number,
that the difficulty of devising proper regulations would be ’much
• ' 7 ■ ; :  '   - :
diminished.*
1 KRO BG3/11/1, p 118 - 9 February 1837* ■
2 Dorking-Union- to .the-PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/14-720/2^ October l8¥f.
3 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12237/575^/19 January 18*H;
although the union clerk did not minute apprenticeships there­
after , reference was made to the custom in PRO MH12 12238/1 *^35a/ 
3 ~February 18A6.
k KRO BG3/11/2, p 11^ - 8 June 1838.
5 The PLCs to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12397/^70?a/30 April 18V 1.
6 Nicholls, Sir-G., op. cit., Vol. I, pp 336-7.
7 Ibid. -
■While this state of uncertainty continued the new boards of
guardians turned to whoever could advise them. At Guildford, for
instance, the clerk informed the new board in 1836 that under the
Old Poor Law pauper children had been apprenticed by the churchwardens
1and overseers to anyone who would take them for a small premium.
Although Assistant Commissioner W. H. T. Hawley favoured the continuation 
2of this scheme,the Poor Law Commissioners pointed out that no child
x
could be apprenticed without the consent of the board of guardians.
Other boardsrof guardians like Dorking’s continued to advertise the 
names of pauper boys suitable for apprenticeship in the local news­
papers; in 1839? for instance, they announced-that they had boys
■■■■■ z*.
suitable for the baking and, shoemaking trades available. Indeed
under 8 and 9 -William-TV, c 30, masters could still be compelled to
receive and provide for pauper apprentices between the age of nine and.
twelve years. The mischievous operation of this system was exposed by
the investigations and reports of several Assistant Commissioners
between 1836 and 1838* The system was abolished by 7 s^ -d 8 Victoria,
c 101, s. 13 in l8¥t* By this law pauper children could only be
6bound to persons willing to take them and the. powers of churchwardens 
and overseers to-bind and assign apprentices were transferred to the 
boards of guardians.
In the absence of~instructions from the central authority, some 
unions like Chertsey went ahead and drew up their own regulations. In 
1839) they decided that:
-1 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/3172a/16 August 1836.
2 Note written on the back of- the above..
3 ■ The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12332/3172a/19 August 1836.
- k  KRO'EG2/11/2, p 93 - 21 November-1839; there were other examples
of this -practice, for^example KRO BG2/11/3, p 297 - 9 January l8*f3.
3 Mr* Gilbert’s report, 2-PLCs (1836), pp 3^3-350.
Mr. Head’s report, 2 PLCs (1836), pp *£>3-407*
.Mr^ - Tufnell-ts. report, ,3PLCs (1837), p 131*
.Dr. Kay*s report, 4 PLCs (1838), pp 233v4.
6 Chance W., op.- cit., p 180.
(a) Boys under ten were to be apprenticed for four years and boys 
above twelve for a minimum of three years;
(b) that the premium for the former was to be £8 , for the latter £6 
and for children above the age of fourteen, £4;
(c) girls under the age of fourteen were to be apprenticed until they 
were fifteen while girls above fourteen were to be apprenticed 
for a minimum of two years;
(d) the premium for girls under fourteen was to be £8 while £6 was to 
be given to masters taking girls above fourteen years of age;
(e) premiums were to be paid when the indentures were taken up;
(f) each child was to be supplied with a change of clothes on going 
into service and each master or mistress was to undertake to
1keep their apprentice ’decently clad during their Apprenticeship. *
Although these regulations were accepted by the Poor Law
Commissioners, a controversy soon arose over the allocation of
premiums to the masters of pauper apprentices: E. C. Tufnell argued
that this arrangement disadvantaged the children of independent
labourers; there was no need to bribe employers, he claimed, when
2child labour was in demand. Consequently, the Poor Law Commissioners
ruled that premiums should not be paid except in the cases of blind
3
and lame children. This ruling, which seems to have been completely 
ignored by the Surrey Boards of Guardians, caused something of a 
furore. The London Guardians in particular objected as they found it
4virtually impossible to arrange apprenticeships on these terms.
5
Eventually, the Commissioners retreated and issued a new general order 
in 1843 allowing premiums to be paid for boys and girls up to the age of
1 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12l44/9132a/l9 November 1839; 
there were very similar regulations at Kingston.
2 3 PLCs (1837), App. B, p 89.
3 Official Circular, No. 3 of 16 June 1840, p 38; General Orders,
31 December, 1844 and 29 January 1843; Nicholls, Sir G., op. cit., 
Vol. I, p 384.
4 Webb S. and B., English Poor Law Policy, pp 43-6.
3 Ibid; General Order of 29 January 1843 in 11 PLCs (1843), PP 89-96
and General Orders of 13 a&d 22 August 1843 in 12 PLCs (1846), pp 
60-71.
sixteen. However, the Commissioners made their hostility, .to the
apprenticeship system clear: ’We certainly entertain opinions
unfavourable to that state of servitude which is created by the
apprenticeship of parish children, and we should not greatly regret
to find that the regulations imposed by us tended gradually to
1diminish the number of children thus dealt with.* Similar sentiments
2
were expressed in a circular published in the same year.
Curiously, it was not until after the Commissioners* mistaken ban
on premiums had been lifted that Richmond Guardians decided to abolish
3apprenticeship fees. As a result the officers of the North Surrey 
District School where the Richmond Union children were educated had
4the greatest difficulty in ’getting them out.’ However, the guardians
persevered with this policy for nearly two years before admitting the
need for reappraising the situation. After conducting an enquiry into
the methods employed by neighbouring unions, they decided that *A
premium of £3 be in future given with Apprentices with ,the usual 
5outfit.*
Outfits were usually granted to boys and girls on going into
service and in the case of Guildford Union had been sanctioned by the
6Poor Law Commissioners as early as 1839* Most Surrey Unions granted 
such outfits as a matter of course, until Godstone Guardians decided 
that clothing should not be issued automatically, and that each case
7
should be decided on its merits. Usually only a sum of money between
1 11 PLCs (1843), P 16; Nicholls, Sir G., op. cit., Vol. I, p 383.
2 Circular, 1 January 1843*
3 KRO BG10/11/3, p 268 - 11 November 1832.
4 KRO BG10/11/6, p 47 - 4 May 1834.
3 Ibid, p 30 - 11 May 1834.
6 KRO BG6/11/2, p 278 - 18 July 1839.
7 KRO BG3/11/7, p 302 - 9 August 1830.
ten and thirty shillings,- was awarded. One of the few recorded
descriptions of such . . . outfits is contained in the Kingston
minutes following the North Surrey District Schools Managers1 request 
to be informed of their nature, Kingston Guardians resolved that their 
children should be provided with the following items of clothing:
Most of these minor controversies were resolved by the General
Consolidated Order of 18V7 which established elaborate apprenticeship
rules: age limits were fixed; the duties of masters were clearly
defined; and the payment of premiums, except in the form of clothing,
expressly forbidden for children above the age of sixteen years, unless
’such persons be maimed, deformed, or suffering from some permanent 
3
bodily infirmity.* This almost completed the central authority’s
intervention in this area of the Poor Law. In 1851, parliament
k
passed the Poor Law (Apprentices) Act to prevent cruelty to
'j For example KRO BG^/11/4, p 2k6 - 6 July l8*f8 - £3 granted to Sarah 
Coe for clothing.
2 KRO BG8/11/6, p 321 ~ 13 November 1859; iu addition the young
people were given a Bible: KRO BG8/11/1, pp 103-4- - 29 July l8^ f0;
KRO BG9/11/6, p 298 - 9 March .1839-
3 General Consolidated Order, 2k July l8*f7* Articles 32~7^»
k '[k and 13 Victoria, c 11.
’For Boys For Girls
2 Jackets 
2 pairs Trousers
2 Waistcoats
3 Shirts
3 pairs Stockings 
2 Pocket handkerchiefs 
2 pairs Shoes 
1 Necktie
1 Brush and 2 combs
2 Caps
3 Dresses 
2 Upper petticoats
2 Under petticoats 
1 pair Stays
3 Shifts
3 pairs Stockings 
1 pair Boots
1 pair Shoes
2 Nightgowns 
2 Bonnets
1 Shawl
2 Pocket handkerchiefs
21 Brush and 2 combs*
apprentices; when masters refused to provide their apprentices with
the necessary food, clothing, and lodging, or unlawfully assaulted
them, Isuch master or mistress could be held guilty of misdemeanour
and on conviction be imprisoned for any terra up to three years with
or without hard labour.1 Few cases of this sort were recorded in
Surrey* The worse concerned a Godstone pauper called Mary Buckland
who alleged that she had been made to sleep on a sack of rubbish and
had been continually beaten by Mary Richmond, one of her employer*s 
2daughters. When these-charges were substantiated the guardians
instructed'their clerkto undertake the prosecution of Mary Richmond
3 : ■
for assault. Similarlyr Richmond Guardians prosecuted the mistress
of tha*White Hart~public house for beating and ill-treating Elizabeth
Courtenidge,_a pauper girl. Unfortunately, cruelty of this kind did
not usually come-to light until after the master or mistress concerned
had finished with the unfortunate child. Mr. Payne of Caterham
demanded that the indentures of Edward Fry, a pauper boy from Godstone
workhouse, be cancelled because of his continual impertinence, but
when-the relieving officer investigated the charge, he discovered that
5the boy had been very badly treated. '....
Efficient relieving officers could prevent such cases by checking 
out the background of potential masters and mistresses. Mr. Chard, 
the Relieving Officer of Richmond Union, set a very high standard in 
-this respect. He carefully checked the reputation and financial status 
of all-prospective masters and mistresses as well as inspecting the 
accommodation to be allocated to the apprentice and:his place of work.
1 Nicholls, Sir G., op. cit., Vol. I, p ¥f2; Webb S. and B., 
English Poor Law Policy, p 11^ f*
2 KRO BG3/11/7, P 362 - 22 November 1830.
3 Ibid, p 391 - 2k January 1831*
k KRO BG10/11/9*p 30 - 26 January 1863.
3 KRO BG3/11/12, p 12*f - 11 September 1868.
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Prospective masters were rejected if they were not in business on
1 2 their own account, if they were unmarried, if they kept a public
3 ifhouse, and if they neglected their religious duties. He and the
5guardians insisted that their apprentices receive weekly wages.
Indentures were cancelled for a variety of reasons: William Cox of
Reigate was released from his bond when his master, Thomas Streeter,
went bankrupt;^ the agreement betv/een Mr. Isard of East Grinstead
and James Wilkins of Dorking was terminated because of the latter*s 
7misconduct; William Stevens of Chertsey was dismissed from service
8for stealing some silver spoons; George Sampson*s indentures were
cancelled as he was incapable of carrying out his duties as a shoe-
is
10
g
maker; and James Bannister of Richmond was sent back to the workhou e
by Mr. Purnell of Hammersmith because he attempted to commit suicide.
The Royal and Merchant Navies were regarded as ideal occupations fo:
11 12 workhouse boys. The Merchant Shipping Act of 1835 enabled
guardians to apprentice boys over thirteen, with their consent, to
merchant navy captains; to pay a premium of £5; and to convey the boy-s
to Ehiif new masters through the good offices of the constables.
1 KRO BG10/11/6, p 37 - 13 April 1854-; Consolidated General Order, 
184-7, Article 53.
2 Ibid, p 297 - 13 May 1856.
3 Ibid, p 393 - 11 December 1856*
4- Ibid, p 310-17 February 1859.
5 Ibid, p 3 - 26 January 1854-; BG10/11/6, p 157 - 1 February 1855*
6 KRO BG9/11/7, P 333 - 8 July 1863.
7 KRO BG2/11/6, p 22 - 18 September 1856.
8 KRO BG1/11/1, p 255 - 15 August 1837.
9 KRO BG10/11/5, p 396 - 27 October 1853.
10 KRO BG10/11/3, p 325 - 28 May 1846.
11 Longmate N., op. cit., pp 187-8 ; Webb S. and B., English Poor Law 
Policy, p 17*
12 5 6 William IV ,  c 19, secs. 26 and 29*
Epsom Guardians were the first in Surrey to make use of this
1opportunity. They were- approached by the Marine Society in 18^ -0 and
1immediately arranged for two of their boys to. enter the merchant navy.
They were bound for five years and were to receive an ascending scale
of wages starting, at £3 p.a. the- first year and reaching £9 p.a. in
3their fifth and last year. Nine boys were apprenticed in this way
between 18^0 and l8*t3* Boys were carefully trained for both careers
at Aubin*s school at Norwood-and Drouetfs establishment at Tooting;
for-example, Droueir informed Kingston Guardians in l8*f8 that he had
5
obtained-places-for-some of thexr boys on 1the Victory.1
-In 18^9 Dorking and Guildford-Unions were approached by Syraonds 
and-Company, licensed agents, who apprenticed *stout boys* of not 
less than fifteen years of age to merchant shipment for a premium of 
£8 per boy.^ Although~neither set of union minutes record how many 
boys were apprenticed in this way, one reference highlights the 
dangers of these proceedings: in 1831, the Guildford Guardians 
complained to Symonds and Company that one of their boys called 
Duke, who had been sent out to Australia on one of their ships as an
emigrant , had been seized and-^forced-to serve as a deck hand during
. .  .
the voyage. Indignantly, the guardians demanded that Symonds and 
Company return their fee and cautioned them to conduct their business 
with greater care in the future. Although Symonds and Company denied
;■ g
Duke*s allegations, they pacified the guardians by refunding £2. .
t KRO-BG3/11/3, .p-213 - 15“May 184-0.
2 Ibid, p 2^9 - 3 July 1840.
:3 Ibid.
V Longmate-N., op. cit., pp 187-8; Webb S. and B., English Poor Law 
Policy, p 108.
3 KRO BG8/11/3, P 197 - 8 August 1843.
6 : Pigott’s-ms-report: PRO MH12 12222/2121^/11 July 184-9; KRO BG6/11/8,
p 63 - - 30 June A  8^9 •
7 Symonds. & Co. also acted as Emigration Agents, charging a fee of
£10 per individual to transport paupers to Australia.
8 KRO BGo/11/9,p 56 -22 March 1831.
Other boards of guardians entered into similar agreements.
Chertsey Guardians sent a pauper boy to sea in 1836 while another
 ^ 2
boy called Nottingham was admitted to ’the Marine Society1 in l8*f0.
Some of the guardians1 activities in this field may have met vrith the
Poor Law Commissioners^ disapproval as they drew their attention in
l8*f3 to the Act for the Protection of Seamen which required that all
3lads entering sea service should be properly licensed. The guardians 
continued to send boys to sea, although these transactions were rarely
krecorded dn__the minutes-after the 1850s.
The North Surrey District School: was highly successful in placing
boys-in the merchant marine and the Royal Navy: such placings were
mentioned-sixteen times in Richmond’s minutes and three times in 
5"Kingston’s. In 1870, the Managers of the North Surrey District School
6were invited to send; suitable boys to the training ship ’Goliath*.
They accepted with alacrity and reported in 1871 that they had placed
7 • ,
seventeen of their boys there.
According to the inspectors* reports in the ’fifties and ’sixties 
the Surrey Unions were on the whole extremely successful in placing 
their children. In. 1838, Inspector Cane reported that all the 
Dorking children-obtained situations as soon as they were old enough 
to leave the workhouse-and, according to the master, kept their
1 KRO BG1 /11/1, p 93 - 3 July 1836. ;:
2' KRO BG1/11/2, p 214-—  18 August 1840.
3 KRO BG1/11/3, :p 34-7 - 26 August 18^5; 8 and 9 Victoria, cap. 116;
.'.."-hone of the other union minutes contain a reference to such a 
letter.
4- One such example is recorded in KRO BG1/11/7, P 32 - 22 February
1839» when three Chertsey boys vrere-apprenticed to sea service.
5 14- and 13 Victoria, c 11 (1851) required each union to register
every young person under the age of sixteen years who was sent 
out:to service. Unfortunately, none of these registers have 
survived. Indeed, some unions never-kept them: in 1863, Inspector 
Cane rebuked the. Hambledon Guardians for failing to keep such 
records—  KRO BG7/11/5, p 4-13 - 22 May 1863.
6 The PLB to the NSDS: PRO MH27/71/4-04-08/8 September 1870.
7 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/7l/312*fO/l8 January 1871.
1jobs. Similarly, Inspector Pigott recorded that the Epsom and
2 & 3Godstone Guardians had no difficulty placing their young people. 
Presumably, Guildford Guardians had more trouble than the others and 
this was why they tried to hire out their sixteen and seventeen year
L
olds in l8*f2. However, the employment situation steadily improved 
until Colonel Pigott observed in 185^ that there were hardly any 
fourteen year old boys left in the Guildford workhouse; thereafter, 
the guardians had no difficulty finding work for their teenage 
children. Hambledon Union had some difficulty placing its young 
people in the 1840s^ but the 1850s saw a rapidly increasing demand for
7
child labour. Chertsey and Reigate Guardians, however, had much more
trouble finding jobs for their children. The Chertsey children*s
chances of employment were reduced by their lack of industrial training.
In 1852, Pigott found the House so full of teenage boys that he
suggested they emigrate to the colonies - the t guardians, however,
9
refused to consider such a solution. In his next report, the
inspector observed that Chertsey*s situation was unique: the sole
reason for the increase in the workhouse*s population was the extra-
10ordinary number of unemployed teenage boys in the area. On his
11next visit in 1852 he noted that 95 out of 199 inmates were children.
1 R. B. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12223/6775/19 February 1858.
2 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12259/56153/5 September 1851*
5 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12316/26170/15 September 1848.
h Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1233^/5665a/15 May I8*f2; see
P 3 <?0
5 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12336/3911/28 January 185 .^
6 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/3515 V12 July 1850.
7 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/506^/9 February 1852.
8 See p 360
9 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 121^7/8681/16 March 1852.
10 . G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 121^7/8681/26 March 1852.
11 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12147/^2807/12 November 1852.
-1 p mZ
This unfortunate situation continued throughout 1833* 1854 and 1855*
However, in 1836, Pigott was finally able to report that all Chertsey *S
4
young people could obtain employment. However, excessively large
numbers of children resided in the workhouse throughout the rest of
the * fifties and 1sixties: in 1861, Pigott observed that the children
were 8more numerous and older • •••• than in other unions in the 
5
neighbourhood.* Many of Reigate*s pauper teenagers were also unable
6to find work during the ’forties and early ’fifties and it was not 
until 1854* that Pigott could, report full employment in the area.*'7
By^contrast the district schools had little difficulty placing
-their children. Of Farnham-School, Inspector Pigott wrote with
satisfaction in 1851, ’it is seldom that there is a boy or girl in
8
the Establishment above 14- years of age.’ Within two years, he was
complaining that the children were so young that it was difficult for
9
them to maintain the school without outside help. The experience
of Tthe North Surrey District School Managers was very similar: in 1851
they-asked the Poor Law Board to allow them to buy washing machines
operated by steampower because the demand for domestic servants was so
great that there were insufficient girls left in the school to do the 
“10laundry. According to a report written in 1866, the girls readily
1 G. Pigott»s ms report: PRO MH12 1214*7/21258/7 June 1833; 46189/
’ ':?^ 5"J5ecember. 1853*43^A'. y • '-;v-
'2 G. Pigott»s ms report: PRO MH12 121 48/28000/2b July 1854.
~3 G. Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12148/31719/9 August 1855*
4 G. Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12148/4785/11 February 1836.
3 G.~ Pigott *s ms report: PRO MH12 1215Q/10683/8 April 1861.
6 G. Pigott»s ms report: PRO MH12 12377/9715/23 March 1832.
7 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12578/13454/19 April 1854*
8 G. Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH27/68/33313/4 August 1831.
9 G. Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH27/68/32973/5 September 1833.
10 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/50/4-3633/6 November 1851.
found jobs as servants and the boys obtained places not only as
1servants but as tradesmen and mechanics*
On the face of it, this is encouraging, if subjective, evidence
of the success of Poor Law industrial training schemes, and of a
healthy demand for labour in the county. However, Inspector Tufnell ,
cast serious doubts upon the quality of the vocational training
2
provided by the workhouse schools. He claimed that more than one-
fifth of the girls brought up in workhouses were returned by their
first employers for misconduct as compared with only six per cent of
3
girls from separate schools* He believed that when they lost their 
jobs they had no choice but to return to the workhouse where they were 
placed in the adult wards. Here, he insisted, they inevitably came 
into contact with *loose women of the v/orst sort* and became infected 
by their feckless and immoral attitudes and behaviour. Consequently, 
he called for the establishment of homes and refuges for unemployed 
girls and the formation of more industrial schools like Brockham
It '
House. Table XXXIV contains an analysis of the recorded placings of 
the Surrey workhouse and district school children between 1836 and 
1871. Unfortunately, only the Richmond minutes provide a complete 
record of the binding of apprentices and placing of children in
service. However, only two out of ZkZ Surrey children were dismissed
1 P. E. Wilkinson, Report on the Sanitary Condition of the NSDS, p 7z 
PRO MS27/5V38^1^September 1866.
2 E. C. Tufnell, *The Education of Pauper Children*, Transactions of 
the. National Association for the Promotion of Social Science 
’(London 1862), pp 278-286. ” 7"
3 E. C. Tufnell, op. cit., p 283.
k Ibid; for Brockham House see p$>366-7
from their first post for misconduct; both had been educated in work­
house schools; none, of the 123 Richmond children who were trained 
either at Drouetfs or the North Surrey District School was dismissed 
for this reason.
Tufnell was far from satisfied with the standard of the boys*
1industrial training in workhouse schools. Certainly, as we have
p .seen, the Surrey schemes were restricted to the theory and practice
of farming and gardening, shoemaking, tailoring and in a few cases
baking. However, as the majority of the boys became farm servants the
guardians* choice of vocational training appears sensible and apposite.
Moreover, the apprenticeship system opened up a much wider range of
occupations. Tufnell thought that far more pauper boys should be
instructed in the playing of a musical instrument so they could-. enter
regimental bands. He also recommended that boys be trained in naval
science and engineering, but admitted that this was only possible in
3large establishments.
Table XXXIV shows that 63.3 per cent of Surrey*s pauper children 
entered domestic service, the navy or shoemaking. Although only 3*7 
per cent of the children became tailors or dressmakers, one must 
remember.,that most employers expected their maid servants to be able 
to sew so that the girls* training in needlework was not completely 
wasted. Seven out of 93 workhouse children, that is 7*3 per cent, 
compared with 33 out of 133 district school children, some 26*3 per 
cefit, failed to satisfy their first employers. This comparison, 
admittedly based on a relatively small number of case histories, 
certainly does not support Tufnell*s contention.
1 E. C* Tufnell, op. cit., p 286
2 See pp 3^9 -3&1
3 E. C. Tufnell, op^ cit., p 286
Further doubt was thrown on the much vaunted industrial training 
provided by the North Surrey District School by Thomas Lewiti, an ex-*
1officio guardian for Lewisham Union, who visited the school in 1857*
He made wide ranging criticisms of the school1s organisation and 
asserted that the children were so badly trained that many of them 
had-to~leave their first situation after only a short period of 
service* The Poor Law Board sent Inspector H* B. Farnall to investigate 
the charges:- he emphatically rejected Lewin* criticisms, claiming 
that_the industrial training was well organised and successful, and 
-sought to prove his case by pointing out that only zk of the 91 children
p
put out to service in 1856 had been returned as unsuitable. However, 
~as these"2^f children amounted to 26*4 per cent of the total, Lewin’ 
charge-that .♦many of the .children* were rejected seems valid.
The criticisms of the workhouse school contained in the Newcastle
3
Commission’s Report on Popular Education led to a major controversy.
4 . . .
However, one return showed that out of 14-,216 young persons who had
lived in workhouses for not less than five years, only 552 or 3*9 per
cent had been returned by their employers as unsuitable. Inspector
Bowyer then proceeded to look into every one of the 552 cases and ',
found that he could only identify two instances where young people had
■ 5been returned as a result of-misconduct. F. E. Wilkinson, the Medical
Officer of the North Surrey District School declared in 1866: ’It is a
rare occurrence for any child to be found returning to pauperism .....*^
1 - Thomas Lewin to the PLB: PR0MH27/51/12V72/16 April 1857*
2 H. B. Farnall’s ms report: PRO MH27/51/17^51/18 May 1857*
3 Newcastle Report on Popular Education: PP XXI, Part I (1861), 
pp 352-85. '
h _Ibid, No-490, 29 July 1861.
5 Inspector Bowyer, 23 PLB (1870), p 218.
6 F. E. Wilkinson, AJSeport on the Sanitary Condition of the NSDS,
PRO MH27/7Q/38^1^2/September 1866.
No definitive conclusion can be made about the effectiveness of 
workhouse industrial training while the data available is so fragmentary 
and the opinions expressed so subjective. However, even one of the 
staunchest opponents of workhouse schools wrote in 1896: *It is 
generally conceded that in some respects the least satisfactory of 
the existing methods of bringing up pauper children is the workhouse 
school •••»• Yet defective as many of them were, it is absolutely 
certain that they were so far successful that with few exceptions 
the children brought up in.__thera have been able to earn their own 
living*^
1 Inspector Davy, 25 I&B (1896), p 173
(e) THE EDUCATIONAL SERVICES: AN EVALUATION
Any discussion of educational standards is fraught with difficulty. 
Most of the statements made about the Surrey Poor Law schools were 
either partial as in the case of Inspector Tufnell, who was an open 
and consistently hostile opponent of workhouse schools and a rather 
uncritical advocate of district schools, or relatively uninformed as 
in the case of the district inspectors who often had little or no 
first hand knowledge of teaching prior to their appointment as Poor 
Law Inspectors* However, steering between the Charybdis of the 
former and the Scylla of the latter, it appears that educational 
standards varied quite dramatically from one Surrey workhouse school 
to another*
After a very indifferent start, when several teachers had either . 
been dismissed or became locked in conflict with other workhouse 
officers the Chertsey schools settled down under two vividly con­
trasting teachers to become without doubt the best workhouse schools 
in the county* Between 184-8 and 1866, the boys* school was taught
by an outstanding teacher, Benjamin Newton, who v/as awarded an
3 4-efficiency certificate, a rare achievement for a workhouse teacher*
His colleague, Harriet Clare, who was appointed in 1846 and remained
schoolmistress until 1867» unlike Newton, refused to be examined by
6the discomforted Tufnell and survived all his efforts to remove her*
Under Newton*s leadership, Chertsey became the only Surrey workhouse
7
school to have its own pupil-teachers* Certainly, his school 
deserved Tufnell’s unusually effusive praise: *1 know no school that
1 See pp 4-5 i-4-^ 7
2 Appointed Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12146/11563/20 April
184-8*
3 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 1214-7/4-3030/3 September 1850.
4- See pp 4-31-3
5 Appointed aged 44 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12l4-5/500a/
17 January 1846*
6 See p
7 See p p ^ 2^ ”7  , ' '
1
gives more undoubted signs of efficient teaching than this.* The 
Chertsey schools continued to set the highest of standards under
,}
3
2Newton!s and Clare*s successors, Mr. and Mrs. Clarke, who were both
awarded efficiency certificates.’
By contrast the standards of the Dorking schools were usually 
low, largely because the guardians insisted on maintaining a mixed
2f
school taught by a series of unhappy women teachers. Jane Tarrant
(l8Vl--l8*f5) was dismissed as ’unable to control the boys and girls,1
Miss Baber (1851-1853) was declared to be ’scarcely equal to the 
6office,* and Miss Tagney (186*1—1866) became ’disordered’ and had to
7be placed in Peckham Lunatic Asylum. After Miss Tagney’s collapse,
Dr. Edward Smith, the district Poor Law Inspector, commented that no
woman could be expected to handle the 23 difficult boys he had
8observed and that a schoolmaster should be appointed; Dorking Guardians
rejected his advice, but did obtain the services of an efficient school-
9
mistress who was able to handle her difficult charges. In spite of all
these difficulties, the chaplain was able to report in 1852 that in
his opinion the school’s standards were similar to those of the
10
National Schools in the area.
1 Tufnell’s ms report: PRO MH12 12151/39901/16 August 1866.
2 Appointed Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12152/3329/13 
February 1867*
5 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12152/1^393/23 April 1867.
4 See pp 9'4-7-S'
5 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/72^/^0 June l8*f5.
6 . Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1222^/2266/15 January 1852.
7 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1222^/38780/^- October 1866.
8 Inspector Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 1222**/^8^3/25 October 1866,
9 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12.1222V30331/16 December 1866.
10 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1222^/1077V3 April 1852.
In E. C. .Tufnell*s opinion, the Epsom schools reached high
standards in spite of their poor facilities: he v/rote in 1859:
’Examined the schools. Both are in excellent order and passed a
creditable examination. The teachers appear to do their duty \d.th
1diligence and skill.* On retiring as chairman of the Epsom Board of
Guardians, William Fitzroy praised the workhouse schools, asserting
that they provided the children with *a sound education ..... fully
equal to their Station, combined with a knowledge of those trades
2which will render them in after life independent of want.* The
7
inspector was still well satisfied with the schools in 1868.
Similar conditions existed in the Godstone schools for most of the 
period. The teachers were well trained and efficient, and the
L
industrial training particularly that of the girls highly successful.
During the ’sixties, the guardians became worried about the dwindling
size of the school: in 1861, there were only seven boys and five girls.^
As a result, the boys and girls* schools were amalgamated and standards
immediately started to fall. In 1868, according to Tufnell, the
children were ’moderately well taught,* but by 1870 he was recommending
that they be transferred to the North Surrey District School because
7their examination results were completely unsatisfactory.
The Guildford schools almost always maintained high standards.
As early as 1839, a workhouse committee declared that ’the attainment
of both the boys and the girls in Reading, Writing and Ciphering equals
their expectation and far surpasses the Education which the majority
8of independent Laborers can obtain for their children.* E. C. Tufnell
1 E. C. Tufnell*s ms report: PRO MH12 122*1-1/31 ^71/23 May 1839.
2 KRO BG3/11/7, P 26*f - 2 April 1851.
3 E. C. Tufnell’s report in J. J. Henley’s ms report: PRO MH12 122^3/
357W l ^  July 1868.
h G. Pigott*s ms reports: PRO MH12 12316/26170/18 September l8*f8 ;
12317/1 55/28 March 1851.
5 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/28565/16 August 1861.
6 E. C. Tufnell’s report in J. «T. Henley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12521/ 
•^78/29 December 1868.
7 E. C. Tufnell’s report in J. J. Henley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12321/ 
9363/11 February 1870.
8 KRO BG6/11/2, p 335 - 13 May 1839.
1
found the state of the school 'creditable* in 184-9 and wrote in 1862
that he * could not have found fault with it if it were a National 
2School;* the schools vrere in ‘remarkably good order* and the
children’s reading, writing, spelling and arithmetic were all 'good*.
The Hambledon schools failed to advance as quickly as some of their
more fortunate neighbours, partly because their first teachers, Mr.
and Mrs. Walker, remained in office from 1 8 3 6  until 1 8 6 T ;  ^  n e i t h e r
were gifted teachers: Thomas Walker was never awarded a certificate
higher than his probation third in 1855? while Harriet Walker, who
was originally awarded a permission certificate,^ declined to be
7examined after Inspector Tufnell refused to raise her grading.- In 
184-8, Pigott ?was dissatisfied with both the schools* accommodation
o
and instruction and tried, without success, to persuade the
9guardians to send the children to Farnham District School* When
the Poor Law Board wanted to approach the guardians about' the matter,
Pigott begged them not to intervene as this would harden their 
10opposition. In 1 8 3 2 ,  Pigott judged the schools to be ‘rather below 
11the average.* However, both teachers would have resigned if they 
could have been given pensions but as this was impossible in the days
1 E. C. Tufnell *s ms report: PRO MH12 12336/18165/June 184-9.
2 E. C. Tufnell*s ms report: PRO MH12 12339/16623/26 March 1862.
3 Appointed in later middle age: KRO BG7/11/1, p 34- - 21 November 1836,
4- Hambledon Union to the PLB: Retired: PRO MH12 12374/33221/29 October
1 8 6 1 .
5 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12373/34-902/12 September 1835*
6 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12372/33897/20 November 184-9-
7 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12373/11673/28 February 1831.
8 E. C. Tufnell*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/22921/16 August l8*f8.
9 Colonel Pigott»s ms report: PRO MH12 12372A863/12 February 184-9.
10 Colonel Pigott to the PLB: PRO MH12 12373/35154/12 July 1830.
11 Colonel Pigott to the PLB: PRO MH12 12373/5062/9 February 1832.
1
before the passage of the Superannuation Act, the old couple
2struggled on although Completely worn out* for another year before
infirmity forced them to retire. Standards improved considerably
under their successors, Reuben and Elizabeth Cox5 (1861-1867), both
of whom were awarded competency certificates, until a decline in the
4number of pupils led to a crisis. The schools were closed and the-
children sent to Farnham District School (1867-9)* Shortly afterwards
the number of pauper children started to increase once more and
eventually the Managers of Famham School were forced to terminate the 
5
agreement. In the end, after some fruitless approaches to nearby
National Schools, the guardians settled for a mixed school and
6appointed an excellent schoolmistress called Emily Bridger. In 
1870, E. C. Tufnell found the school to be in *excellent order.
There are no reports concerning the academic standards of the 
Reigate Union schools until 1847 although it is likely that they were 
low as the boys* school was run by an elderly pauper from 1836 until
184-1 when he was declared to be unfit for duty due to *his age and
8infirmities.* . However, there seems to have been a gradual improve­
ment under his successor as Pigott reported in 184-7 that the schools
9were *well managed. 1 Their progress thereafter was extremely erratic 
and dependent upon the ability of a series of young, inexperienced
1 27 and 28 Victoria, c 4-2.
2 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12374/770/1 January i860.
3 The PLB to Hambledon Union; PRO MH12 12374/33221/29 October 1861.
4- See pp
3 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/8106/8 February 1869.
6 KRO BG7/11/7, P 111 - 27 December 1869*
7 Ibid, p 211 - 3 October 1870.
8 KRO BG9/11/2, p 121 - 23 March 1841.
9 G. Pigott*s ms.report: PRO MH12 12376/3466a/23 March 1847.
teachers who tended to obtain n e w situations as soon as they came to
terms with the difficulties of workhouse school teaching. For most
1of the period, E.-C. Tufnell graded the schools as •fair*. By 
1870, even the guardians were aware of their deficiencies and tried
2
without success to transfer the children to the local National School.
Gn the failing to achieve this, they asked the chaplain to examine the
. 3schools each quarter and report on their standards* His first report 
was extremely unfavourable and rather unfair: he heavily criticised 
the-reading of the ten boys-in the lower division although most of 
them had only been pupils for a few weeks and five of them were no 
more than six years old; he declared the seventeen girls to be very 
backward in reading and pointed out that only one .could multiply.
His second report was almost as devastating: the young boys (now 
reduced to nine in number) were still backward in reading although 
six of them had been ill in the infirmary for lengthy periods; the 
reading of-the older girls had improved although their arithmetic 
remained poor. It would seem that the Reigate schoolsr standards 
were similar to those at Hambledon and Dorking.
The encomiums of the inspectorate lead one to expect district 
schools to be very superior to the small workhouse schools. However, 
there is little evidence of this, particularly in the case of the 
-Farnham schools where-the- teachers * salaries were low. At first the 
superintendent and matron acted as headmaster and headmistress of the 
schools but as the years went by they took less and less part in the
1 E. C. Tufnell*s ms report: PRO MH12 12582/21185/23 March 1866.
2 KRO BG9/11/9, P ~ 15 June 1870. ' : /
3 Ibid, p 36I —  8 February 1871.
k  Ibid, pp 378-9 - 22 March 1871.
5 Ibid, p 418- 28 June 1871.
actual teaching. Indeed, in 1863 E* C. Tufnell wanted to know why 
the salaries of Mr, and Mrs* Croucher, the superintendent and matron,
'I
were being paid out of the treasury grant as they did no teaching.
The managers pointed out, however, that Mr. and Mrs. Croucher helped
2with the industrial training. The skill of most of the schools*
early teachers was only moderate. In 1852, Joshua Ruddock' , H.M.
Inspector of Parochial Schools, awarded the two teachers, Henry
■3
Harrison and Eliza Burrell probation first certificates although 
both improved rapidly and were awarded competency second and third
- if
-certificates respectively in 1833* Reluctantly, even Colonel Pigott, 
who was-an ardent advocate of district schools, had to admit that the 
'schools * academic standards were low^ and in September, Ruddock: 
reported their failings in detail: although the reading of the oldest 
children dn Class I was good, their spelling and writing were poor;
Class IT's-spelling and writing were ’bad*; Class Ill's knowledge of 
the catechism was 'very imperfect* and only one child in Class IV 
could repeat the Lord’s Prayer.^
Standards continued to be low under a veritable dynasty of poor 
superintendent-headmasters: .Francis/Henning (18k9-33) * William Clarke
rp
(1853)5 and James'Baker (l8t&~7) all had to resign. Conditions were
by no means perfect under George Croucher (1857-still serving in 1871):
the schoolmistress, E. Knight (185 —^1870) was warned in i860 and on
-several subsequent occasions that her certificate would not be renewed
g
unless ishe~improved her teaching. , In the .following year, the schoolmaster,
1 _E. C. Tufnell*s ms report: PRO MH27/70/9079/17 March 1863.
2 The-FDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/70/22911A June 1863*
3 The PLB to the FDS: PRO MH27/68/48336/28 February 1852.
k The PLB to the FDS: PRO MH27/68/3if609/September 1853.
5 Colonel Pigott *s ms report: PRO MH27/68/37880/8 October 1852.
6 “Mr. -Ruddock's, ms-report: PRO MH27/88/kk?59/30 September 1852.
7 The FDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/68/8826/13 March 1853 (Henning); 
kQ9k2/') 1 November 1853 (Clarke); PRO MH27/69/20519/9 June 1857 
(Baker).
8 For example the PLB to the FDS: PRO MH2?/70/26l5V7 July i860.
1H. Oliver (1859-1870), was given the same warning. However, both 
Oliver's and Knight's teaching improved over the years. Indeed,
p
Oliver was awarded an efficiency second certificate in 1859* By
31871, the standards of both schools were highly satisfactory.
By contrast the North Surrey District Schools were served through­
out the period by highly qualified teachers many of whom were awarded 
the coveted efficiency certificate. After an explosive opening when 
the pupils rioted during the first week and did over £100 worth of
Zf
damage, the schools were gradually reduced to order. In 1852, a
triumphant Tufnell wrote *1 have never seen a more quiet and orderly
school ••••» where the instruction is more ably imparted;* he commented
on the 'excellent management* and the children’s 'great moral 
5improvement.* Hoirever, it was not long before the girls* school
was giving cause for concern. Inspector Hale noted in 1853 that it
was in *a state of turbulence and insubordination* which the female
6teachers were 'incapable of quelling* and recommended the appointment 
of a headmaster. However, although Miss Challis, the headmistress, had 
to resign admitting that she could not control the girls, her 
successors were much more successful. Thereafter, the North Surrey 
District Schools received fulsome praise from a series of district 
inspectors. Shortly before the great ophthalmia scandal, H. B. Farnall:
1 The PLB to the FDS: PRO MH27/70/23187/26 June 1861.
2 The PLB to the FDS: PRO MH27/70/1101A March 1859; certificate 
reduced to Efficiency Third: PRO MH27/70/23187/26 June 1861;
Miss Knight had been awarded a Competency First: PRO MH27/69/ 
13633/19 March 1857.
3 E. C. Tufnell’s ms report: PRO' MH27/70/2999V3 September 1861, etc.
k E. C. Tufnell’s ms report: PRO MH27/^6^20/25 November 1852; Mins of
C.C.E. (PUS), 1852-3, P A *
5 Ibid.
6 A note scribbled by R. Hale on the back of a cutting from the 
Times, 7 September 1853, which contained an advertisement for a 
schoolmistress, an assistant schoolmistress and an infant school­
master and schoolmistress for the North Surrey District School.
declared ’In my opinion this Establishment is, as nearly as possible,
1perfect,1
By 1871, even the most entrenched opponents of the workhouse
school had to admit that it had played an important part in improving
the behaviour and knowledge as well as widening the employment
prospects of its pupils. The Select Committee on Poor Relief in 1861
declared that *Whatever may have been the state of education in the
workhouses previously to 184-7,'there can be no doubt that since that
2period it has made remarkable progress.1 ’In most workhouses’,
E. C. Tufnell told the Select Committee on Poor Relief in 1864-, ’the
3
intellectual education of the children is extremely good.’ Inspector 
Lambert went further, declaring that ’the intellectual education of 
children in workhouses is better than that of the same class out of 
the workhouse,’ while Inspector Senior voiced the fears of many 
people when he observed: *1 have always felt that the scholastic 
education in workhouses was not only good, but probably too good.1 
Many feared that the children were being educated beyond their station 
and would as a result become dissatisfied with.their lot in life.
The defenders of the workhouse school were able to revel in this 
unusually friendly atmosphere. T. B. Browne pointed out in 1863 that 
’It was assumed too hastily many years ago that children could not be 
trained and educated satisfactorily in a: fairly arranged workhouse.
It has now been clearly proved that they not only can be but are so 
educated in very many instances.’^  Sir William Chance was able to
/
take the argument a stage further in 1899: ’These Workhouse Schools 
varied considerably as regards their efficiency, but certainly before
1 H. B. Farnall’s ms report: PRO MH27/.52/2881/£1 January 1862.
2 Select Committee on Poor Relief, PP^IX (1861), p 30*
3 Select Committee on Poor Relief, PP IX (1864-), Qu 6358, p 30.
k Ibid, Qu Wf8.
3 Ibid, Qu 4869.
6 T. B. Browne’s ms report: PRO WL32/lO/8> January 1866.
1870 the education and training they gave was, in many cases, much
superior to that which could, generally speaking, be obtained in the
National Schools, and there can be no doubt that they are largely
responsible for the extraordinary decrease of pauperism which has
taken place in the country since the reform of 1834- . 1 This conclusion
is supported by some admittedly subjective statements by the Surrey
Z
Inspectors ancL Guardxans and by the research of Professor Ross who 
-believes that workhouse education was superior to elementary education 
after the improvements of-the late 184-Os, that it reached its peak of
■-  ........   -7
efficiency during, the 1860& and gradually declined during the 1870s; 
while F* Duke writes-’From the 1830’s Poor Law schools had pioneered 
important..developments in educational practice, often providing a lead 
to the state-aided elementary schools whose social and educational 
aims, though less pronounced, were similar* Prior to 1870 it was 
generally held that Poor Law schools provided a sounder basic education 
than comparable day schools, although they usually taught a narrower 
range of subjects# With the industrial training provided by Poor 
Law schools the day schools could never compare and rarely saught to
  -  • ,4- -
1 -Chance W*, Our Treatment of the Poor (London 1899), PP 174—3*
Z See pp  4 0 7 - l f i  £>
3 Ross A. H., ’The Care and Education of Pauper Children in England
and Wales 184-3-96* (Ph.D* University of London.1955), PP 239 , 332-3*
4- Duke F.,-’Pauper Education’ in Fraser D. (ed.), The New Poor Law
in the Nineteenth Century (London 1976), p 86*
(e) THE POOR LAW TEACHER
The inadequacy of teacher training v/as one of the main reasons
given for the allegedly low standards in Poor Law schools• Professor
Ross calculates that only one in ten teachers in Poor Law schools
after l8?0 had been properly trained and a contemporary commented
that 1trained teachers from our colleges are as rare in workhouse
2schools as blackberries in May. 1 This was certainly not the situation 
in Surrey before 1871* Most of the unions were quick to rid themselves 
of their pauper teachers:-
TABLE XXXV: The Appointment of Professional
' ' P°or Law-Teachers in Surrey
Chertsey: Professional teachers were employed throughout the period
1836 to 1871 except for a brief period in 1839-40.
Dorking: Professional teachers throughout the period.
Epsom: A pauper schoolmistress from 1836 to 1838 and then
professional teachers.
Farnham: No records exist for this union until 1846 when the
guardians started to correspond with the central authority;
. : . at that time and thereafter there were professional teachers.
Godstone: Professional.teachers throughout.
Guildfordr Professional teachers throughout. 1
Hambledon: Professional teachers throughout.
'Kingston: The rfirst volume of union minutes is missing, but it appears
. from later comments that the pauper porter doubled as
-schoolmaster until 184-2. when Thomas Ockenden, who had been 
one of the first pupils at Battersea College under Kay- 
Shut tleworth, took over the schoolmastership. Pauper 
schoolmistresses “continued to teach the girls until 1846 
when all the children were moved first to Drouet’s 
establishment at Tooting and then to the North Surrey District 
School at Anerley. 7
Reigate: There was a pauper schoolmistress between 1836 and 1837 and
a .pauper schoolmaster between 1836 and 1841, all succeeding 
teachers were specialist professionals.
Richmond: Until.'1838, an unnamed pauper teacher was in charge of the
- schools, then it was decided-to send the children to 
Drouet's school. Later, they were transferred to the North 
.Surrey District School. >
1 Ross A. M., op. cit., p 223•
2 Reverend J. Wood» The Transactions of the NAPSS, 1882,p34l.
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Unfortunately, no details about the training of Surrey workhouse
teachers employed before 18^7 have survived* One must presume that
most of them were trained, if at all, at either the British and
Foreign School Society*s college. at Borough Road or at that of the
National Society for Promoting the Education of the Poor in the
2Principles of the Established Church at Baldwin*s Gardens* Some
may have been prepared for teaching in one or other of the schools
3belonging to the Infant School Society. Dr. Kay-Shuttleworth maintained 
that the greatest obstacle to the establishment of a successful Poor Law 
education service was the gross inefficiency of most of its existing
hteachers. He was equally dissatisfied with the mechanical teaching
techniques inculcated by the two great societies* normal schools. In
1837, he and his great friend, E. C. Tufnell visited educational
institutions in Scotland, Holland and Belgium and were particularly
5impressed by the Glasgow Normal School. They wished the Government
to set up a State Normal School but .this proved to be impossible in
face of the religious rivalries of the period. Instead, Kay-Shuttleworth
persuaded the Poor Law Commissioners to adopt Aubin*s School at Norwood
7as an eqqjerimental training institution. He secured a special grant
of £300 from the Home Office which was used to improve the school*s
teaching staff and facilities. The experiment was described in a 
8report in 1839* In this Kay-Shuttleworth advocated the adoption of
*the simultaneous method of instruction* rather than *the mutual
9
instruction and analytical teaching prevalent in this country.* 
Nevertheless, the much criticised monitors were retained and were
10*chiefly employed in superintending the mechanical daily routine.*
1 Smith F., op. cit., pp 71-76, 80; founded in 1808.
2 Ibid, pp 82-3; founded in I8II7I2.
3 Founded in 1824-: Smith F., opi cit., p 97*
k J. P. Kay to T. F. Lewis: PRO M H 3 ^ 9 / 23 September 1837-
3 h PLCs (1838), pp 228-263.
6 Smith F.t op. cit., pp 17iH*6.
7 J. P. Kay to T. F. Lewis: PRO MH3£/50/6 September 1838; see Smith F.,
op. cit., pp 167-8.
8 3 PLCs (1839), App c, No. 1.
9 Ibid, p 1^7*
10 Ibid, p 1^8.
Pupil teachers v/ere chosen from among the best monitors; Kay-Shuttleworth
claimed that a single teacher aided by a pupil-teacher and a monitor
1
could educate a hundred children. Kay believed that the Synthetical
method' employed by his teachers would enable their pupils to progress
2step by step along the road to knowledge. Nothing was to be learned
by rote, the pupil was to be taught to think for himself by individual
and class questioning —  1 learning was to be one of the children's chief 
3pleasures.* At least half the children's time was to be spent learning
4-
handicrafts and household management.
Finding that the way was closed to the establishment of a State 
Normal College, „Kay*?Shuttleworth and E. ,C. Tufnell opened their own 
training school at Battersea in 1840, where they were able to put 
their theories on teacher training into practice, but although the 
Battersea experiment had 'momentous importance for the development of 
education', it,,did little to help the Poor Law schools overcome their 
staffing difficulties. During the period between 1840 and 1871, only 
seven Surrey Poor Law teachers were trained at Battersea. The first, 
Thomas Ockenden, was-sent to Battersea by Kingston Guardians in 1840; 
indeed, as Dr.' Kay-Shuttleworth was quick to point out, he was their
g
first pauper pupil. Ockenden completed his training in June 184-2 
and was appointed schoolmaster of Kingston Union on 13th June; he 
served until 1844- when he was allowed to resign on promising to repay 
the £34- 7s 6d expended on his training at Battersea. Unfortunately, 
he failed to carry out his promise and was prosecuted by the board of
1 -~Ibid, p 14-9. ,
2 Ibid, p 150.
3 Ibid, p 131.
4- Ibid, pp 133-4-.
3 Smith F., op. cit., pp 179-SO-
6 Boss A. M., op. cit., p 218.
7 Dr. Kay-Shuttleworth to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12390/6Wfa/ 
9 June 1840.
8 KRO EG8/11/1, p 307 - 8 June 184-2.
9 Ibid, p 309 - 15 June 184-2.
10 KRO BG8/11/2, p 207 —  26 November 184-4--
guardians in 1851* The second Battersea graduate, Henry Harrison of.
Farnham District School (18^9“5^)i showed promise, but was dismissed
from his post in 1852 for beating a boy; he was reappointed however
2as no suitable candidates offered themselves as his replacement.
The other five Battersea men all served at the North Surrey District
School and all but one achieved efficiency certificates and taught 
3with distinction*
Another society, the Home and Colonial Society, set up a model
kschool in Gray*s Inn Road in 1836. Would-be teachers were trained
here in Pestalozzian principles *leavened by evangelical truth.*
Lessons were to be presented in graded steps, analysed by the teacher,
and synthesised by the pupils. The college, although connected vdth
the^Anglican church, accepted men and women of different religious
denominations *if holding the fundamental truths of the Bible.
They also published a number of influential text books, Reading 
7Disentangled, three volumes of Model Lessons, scripture prints and 
books on natural history. Ten Surrey schoolmistresses and one school­
master were trained here.^
1 KRO BG8/11/4, p 98 - 18 March 1851.
2 See p
3 Jabez Howe (1831-2), Competency Second; Henry Arnold (1832-*J-), 
Efficiency First; James Marsland (1839-still serving in 1871), 
Efficiency First - senior master; Thomas Elliot (l86 f^-6),
Efficiency Third; William Bray (1866-70), Efficiency Second.
1+ Smith F., op. cit., pp130, 137*
3 Ibid, p 130.
6 Ibid, p 137-
7 Used at Norivood: Second Report on the Training of Pauper Children
by J. P. Kay, 3 PLCs (1839)» App c, No. I, p 132 and some Surrey 
schools (see p353).
8 One schoolmistress at Farnham District .school; seven schoolmistresses 
and one schoolmaster at the North Surrey District School; and two 
Godstone workhouse schoolmistresses.
The idea of a state training school made its appearance once
again in Kay~Shuttleworthfs 1846 scheme to improve workhouse schools.
-  2As a result Kneller Hall was established in I83O with a stiff
entrance examination and fees of £30 p.a. which were to be paid by
the s t a t e  for successful candidates who undertook to teach in Poor
Law schools. Even though an eminent Anglican scholar, Frederick
Temple, a future headmaster of Rugby and Archbishop of Canterbury, was
appointed principal-with an excellent staff, the establishment was
3attacked-as *the infidel collegeI* This experiment only lasted from
1830 to 1835 as the planned-pauper and industrial schools were never 
built - there were plenty of Poor Law schools in the area already. As 
a-result , the college concentrated upon achieving high academic 
standards;-indeed, it_was argued with some truth that the students 
were educated well beyond the needs of pauper schools so that many of
■■■.- 4.
them-felt dissatisfied with their role as workhouse teachers. At 
the end of its life,-only 64 of its 83 graduates were still teaching,
c
and of the former-only 46 were in workhouse schools. In spite of 
its close proximity, only three of its graduates were appointed to 
Surrey schools: Thomas Holmes, efficiency second, of the North Surrey 
District School (1833-37)? and John Temperley (1834), and John Gossage 
(1833-7)t efficiency third, both of Reigate Hnion,s Boys8 School.
-1 — Mins CiC.E., 1846, Vol. I, pp 47-36; Smith F., op. cit., pp 203-4,
_210; N. Ball, op. cit., pp 187, 190-1; Pollard H. M., Pioneers of 
Popular Education (London 1938), pp 268-9*
__2 Mins C.C.E.:(PUS), 1848-9-30, p xi.
3 John Bull, 7 duly 1849, Vol. XXIX, no. 1491, pp 421-2.
4 PP (1937), 1834-3, XLI, pp 7-8.
3 Ross A. M., op. cit., p 223*
Continued on page 4-23
1
In fact, after 1846, nearly all of Surrey*s Poor Law teachers 
had been properly trained, 23 men or 39*6 ,per cent of the total 
number of male teachers and eighteen women or 38*3 per cent of the 
aggregate number of women teachers were college trained while a
further 31 men (53*3 per cent) and 23 women (48.9 per cent) had
2 . 
served terms as pupil-teachers. Only four men (6.9 per cent) and
six women (12.8 per cent) had received no formal training, and even
these had taught in schools before they were appointed. The huge
majority of teachers appointed to Surrey Union schools had had
teaching experience in workhouse schools previously: no less than
37*2 per cent of the men (36) and 56.4 per cent of the women (35).
A further 19*1 per cent of the men (12) and 21 per cent of the women
(13) had taught in National Schools. 4.8 per cent of the male
teachers (3) and 17*7 per cent of the female teachers (11) had only
had experience in private schools. Finally, there were a few staff
who had had no previous experience as qualified teachers: 22 .2 per
cent of the men (14) and 6.5 per cent of the women (4). Eleven of
these men and all four of the women had come straight from college
or had served for five years as pupil-teachers before' being appointed
to the Surrey schools. The fact that teachers had obtained certificates
and experience in school did not guarantee their success or prove that
they had been properly trained for their vocation. According to
W..Chance, ;as late as 1873* most v/orkhouse teachers,could not solve
3simple problems involving the use of fractions and decimals.
E. C. Tufnell also had grave doubts about the mathematical expertise 
of the teachers lie was sent to examine and set them all the following 
problem as a test of their ability: calculate the cost of three-quarters 
of 54J yards of silk, if 2j yards cost £40.^
1 1846 was chosen as this was the first year that the Poor Law Board 
insisted upon newly appointed teachers making a detailed return of 
their qualifications and previous experience.
2 Many of these teachers may have attended colleges but the relevant 
information was not provided.
3 Chance W., Children Under the Poor Lav/ (London 1897)* P 53*
4 E. C. Tufnell*s ms report: PRO MH32/108/15 January 1864.
The large size of workhouse school classes and their pupils*
wide age and ability range forced the teachers to adopt monitorial
teaching methods. This method required one teacher to organise the
instruction of a number of children ranging from two years of age
to fourteen or fifteen. Sometimes, as at Dorking, there was a mixed
school with one unfortunate schoolmistress trying to cope with children
of both sexes and of vastly different ages and ability. One of the
earliest references to this system occurs in the records of Farnham
District School. The chaplain complained that he was opposed to *the
too close adherence to the monitorial mode of instruction (in the
boys* school) where the Classes are in too great a degree left to the
care of children a little older than themselves and deprived of the
Master*s attention who in the meantime isjengaged in other pursuits.*
This in its limited way is a classic condemnation of the monitorial
system, but given that there were only two full-time teachers at
Farnham, no other system seemed feasible* As the Reverend Henry
Moseley pointed out in 1845* *To take away from the master his
monitors, and expect him to teach unaided, the crowd of ignorant
children intrusted to his charge, would be to assign him a hopeless 
2task.' The exceptions to this general rule were the North Surrey 
District School and the Chertsey Union Boys School where pupil- 
teachers were employed.
As we have seen, Kay-Shuttleworth introduced pupil-teachers at 
Norwood and hoped that the; system would gradually spread to the rest
4of the country. Unfortunately, the Poor Law Board believed that the 
obstacles to such a move were 'insuperable*. However, when Eton Union
1 The FDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/67/42325/9 November 1852.
2 Report of the Reverend Henry Moseley, HMI: CCE, 1845, Vol. I,
pp 258-61.
3 See ppH-ifr-*! -
4 Mins C.C.E., 1847-8, pp vi and viii 18 December 1847*
went ahead and appointed five pupil-teachers in 1848, the Poor Lav/
1Board approved the scheme. As a result, a small number of workhouse
and district schools adopted the system. By 1854, there were 81
2 . 3  ♦assistant teachers* in Poor Lav; schools and in 1861, 89. Under
the prompting of their brilliant teacher, Benjamin Newton, Chertsey
Guardians considered appointing a pupil-teacher in 1851*^ The
5Committee of Council on Education agreed and so did the Poor Law
Board although the latter insisted that Christopher Wall be made an
6♦assistant teacher* rather than a pupil-teacher. Eventually, Wall
7obtained a first class Queen*s Scholarship and was replaced by John
g
Goddard. His successor, Charles Ridger, was also awarded a first
class scholarship and entered Battersea Training College in 1865 ?^
iO 1George Roberts took his place until 1867 when he obtained another 
situation. Although comparatively small, the Chertsey workhouse school 
set high standard*and achieved some distinction in the preparation of 
pupil-teachers.
What Chertsey was able to do for one or two pupils, the North 
Surrey District School performed for quite large numbers of pauper
11children. Their first male pupil-teachers were appointed in 1851.
1 PLB to the C.C.E.: PRO MH19/14/6 and 8 July 184-9.
2 Undated minute, post 14 February 1854, PRO MH19/15*
3 C.C.E. to the PLB; 4- July 1862: PRO MH19/16.
4- KRO EG1/11/5, p 14-3 ~ 17 June 1831.
3 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 1214-7/39236/4- October 1851.
6 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 1214-7/4-5976/9 October and
20 November 1851.
7 KRO BG1/11/6, p 114- - 15 January 1856.
8 Ibid, p 157 - 5 July 1856.
9 KRO BG1/11/7, p 84- - 5 July 1859; BG1/11/8, p 183 - 7 February 1865.
10 KRO BG1/11/8 , p 259 - 7 November 1865; BG1/11/9, p 136 - 5 November
1867.
11 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/51/37894/23 April 1851: Robert 
Sutton and Emmanuel Snoxell.
Once again, the Poor Law Board insisted that they be employed as
assistant teacheis, and wear a different uniform from the rest of
the children; they received £2 12s Oa p.a., in addition to clothing,
lodging and rations* Between 18^ 1 and 1871*'.the school appointed
Vf assistant teachers, 28 boys and 16 girls* The first headteacher
of the boys1 school, Mr* Hales, was a conspicuous success and trained
his assistants-from 8*15 to 8.^3 in the-morning and from 1.00 to 1.^3 
2in the afternoon. The pupil-teachers* instruction was by no means
as successful under Hales* successor, Thomas Vennimore, and in 1839
the managers declared themselves dissatisfied with *the intellectual
3
attainments and moral conduct of the pupil-teachers.1 However, these
_  ■ if
problems were-soon overcome by dames Marsland, the next headteacher.
On the whole, the -young people seem to have realised that this 
training provided them with a means of escape from pauperism and the 
attainment of respectability. Only one assistant teacher, Frederick 
Burrell,, terminated "his-apprenticeship prematurely and left the 
school at the- age of sixteen. Inspector TufneH" believed that this 
proved the advantage of only r‘paying pupil-teachers (should the 
syst em be c ont inued) very small "salaries for four; years 'and the large 
salary of £37 10s-0d only at the end of the fifth year.*"7 As Tufnell*s 
comment shows the expediency and morality oxl training teachers in Poor 
-Law schools was and had-been for some years a matter of fierce debate.
: Inspector Bowyer did not think that future teachers should be brought
"‘I.:..- £
up.;in pauper schools while Symons considered that workhouse teachers 
did not have ^enough time to tutor such pupils properly. For once,
1 The PLB to the NSDS: PRO MH27/51/436W7 November 1831.
2' The NSDS. to the- PLB: PRO MH27/51A7586/28 November 1831.
3 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/51/12353/23 March 1859-
k The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/51/301W16 July 1839: J. Marsland
; appointed.-
3 The NSDS to the-PLB: PRO MH27/52/1321/10 January 1865: Tufnell 
scribbled his comments on the back of the letter from the NSDS 
Managers to the PLB informing them of Burrell*s desertion.
6 Mins CCE (PUS), 1835-6, pp 62-3.
7 Ibid, p 188.
E. C. Tufnell mbs more liberal than his colleagues and supported
the system although he wanted to confine pupil-teacherships in Poor
1Law schools to orphans. However, the Poor Law Board remained loyal
to their original decision and reinforced it by an encouraging
2statement in 1867.
The pupil-teacher system enabled the Poor Law service to 
produce teachers who were well acquainted with the workhouse schools* 
special problems and who had difficulty moving out of the service 
into more highly paid day-school posts. At the North Surrey District
3 4School, two ex-pupils, Charles Llewellyn and Mary Morton were
appointed full-time teachers in 1869 and 1868 respectively. They
were joined by Arthur ;ftvery and William Redpath in I87O; both of whom
5
were awarded competency second certificates.
Little use seems to have been made of the pupil-teacher system
in workhouse schools elsewhere. Anne Digby found little sign of it 
6in Norfolk even though Kay-Shuttleworth had been its district
7inspector from 1833 to 1838 and had set up model schools at Gressenhall
8
in Norfolk and Barham in Suffolk with Scottish ‘organising masters* who
9went from school to school instructing the teachers. Nevertheless, the
1 Select Committee on the Poor, PP IV (1861) pp 32-3 •
2 19 PLB.(1867J p 20.
3 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/53/38033/26 July 1869.
4 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/53/43642/10, September 1868.
3 The PLB to the NSDS: PRO MH27/71/17393/3 May I87O; none of these *
•pauper* teachers had attended a normal school; they were taken 
onto the teaching strength of the NSDS as soon as they completed 
their five years* apprenticeship.
6 Digby A., op. cit., p 206.
7 Ibid, p 197.
8 Ibid, p 204.
9 Smith F., Life and Work of Sir James Kay-Shuttleworth (London 1923)* 
pp 48-9*
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pupil-teacher system generally did benefit workhouse schools as
E. C. Tufnell pointed out:
•Many of the pupil teachers, on the expiration of their 
apprenticeship at about the age of nineteen, had not 
sufficient funds to pay their expenses in normal schools, 
and found it necessary to turn their talents to immediate 
account. The workhouse schools offered fair salaries, 
with free board and lodging while the number of children 
was rarely more than thirty or forty to each school. The 
ex-pupil-teachers were exactly fitted for these schools.
They had had five years training; their knowledge had 
been tested through public examination by a Government 
officer every year of their apprenticeship, and they 
had been accustomed to the management of children.
Hence they we re infinitely superior in every sense to 
the old class of teacher.11
That they were often ‘infinitely superior* to the *old class of
teacher* goes without saying, but it is less likely that many of them
were ‘exactly fitted* for workhouse schools for the reasons already 
2mentioned. As long as Poor Law schools vrere largely made up of 
orphaned, deserted and destitute children, their teachers required 
a rather different experience and expertise from those acquired in 
day-schools. However, the Surrey Poor Law schools* history shows 
that these teachers were able to provide their pupils with a very 
fair education in spite of all the difficulties associated with 
institutional life.
The.brevity of most teachers* service was one of the major
problems facing the Surrey Guardians and Managers. As Table XXXVII
demonstrates, 33*6 per cent of the schoolmasters and 46.6 per cent of
the schoolmistresses served for less than two years during the period,
1846 to 1871; 33*4 per cent of the men and 26.4- per cent of the women
served between, two and seven years; and only 4.0 per cent of the male
teachers and 8.4 per cent of the female teachers taught for eight or
more years in one school*** Such a rapid turnover of teaching staff was
not unusual at this time. Anne Digby calculates that Norfolk Poor
3
Law teachers changed posts on average every eighteen months.
1 20 PLB (1867), pp 129-130.
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Even though most workhouse teachers adopted the National Society*s 
teaching strategies, there was an enormous variety of interpretation 
and technique within the system which made it difficult for long-term 
pupils - the deserted, illegitimate and orphaned children - to settle 
down in a continually changing teaching climate. Brevity of service 
combined as often as not with extreme youth and lack of experience
militated against efficient teaching. 23*6 per cent of the Surrey
workhouse schoolmasters and 9*3 per cent of the schoolmistresses 
were under 21 years of age at the time of their appointment, another
44*1. per cent of the male teachers and 28 .3 per cent of the female
teachers were appointed between the ages of 21 and 25 years; thus 
67*7 per cent of the men and 37*8 per cent of the women were either 
taking up posts in Surrey straight from college or after completing 
their training as pupil-teachers, or after a.short stay in another 
workhouse or national school. In spite of the apprenticeship system 
of training with'Its five years concurrent course in educational 
theory and practice, few young teachers,--who had been trained in 
National Schools, were equipped to deal with the problems of 
workhouse schools. Nearly all the.73 schoolmasters and the 78 .school­
mistresses who served in the Surrey Poor Law schools between 1846 and 
1871 were initially trained in either National (the huge majority), or 
British Schools. Although the National and British Schools were 
founded to provide, a basic education for the very poor, they rarely 
taught the children of really destitute parents as they could not pay 
the- school pence or provide the. small-amount of equipment that most 
schools required their pupils to possess. Nor were the school 
environments strictly similar: most workhouse teachers had to 
maintain discipline almost without a break from the time the children 
got up until they went to bed for 52 weeks of the year, whereas the day- 
school teachers had their evenings, weekends and holidays to themselves.
1 See Table XXXVIII,
2 Silver P. and H., The Education of the Poor: The History of a 
National School (London 197^)» PP 42-6.
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Until the introduction of the Treasury grant in 1846, the 
salaries the Surrey Unions offered prospective teachers were average 
for the country as a whole. Some unions like Chertsey and Epsom 
started off in the 1830s by employing married couples with joint 
salaries of between £30 and £30 per annum plus double rations and 
board-' Throughout the period, 1836 to 1871, schoolmasterships were 
advertised at-anything between £16 and £*fO p.a, and schoolmistress- 
ships at between £13 and £35 P*a.. In 1841 Edward Senior reported 
that ’The-average salary in my district for a schoolmaster, where 
there is-no schoolmistress appears to be £18, For a Schoolmistress, 
where there is na schoolmaster, £16. Average aggregate salary, when 
both are employed, £47- ** At this time, the average salary for a 
SurreyJPoor Law schoolmaster was just over £27 p.a. and for a school­
mistress a little over £18 p.a.; the average aggregate salary was 
£46 3s Od p.a. when both were employed,. In 1846, the Poor Law 
Commissioners reported that in 18^f—5 the average salary of the Poor 
Law Unions’ 284 schoolmasters was £26 p.a. while!the average salary of 
the 423 schoolmistresses was £16 12s Od p.a.^ It seems therefore 
that the Surrey rates of pay were a little above average when 
compared with those of Senior’s district and indeed the country as "a 
whole.
With a view-to improving the efficiency of the instruction given 
to children in,the_workhouse, Kay-Shuttleworth suggested to Peel and 
-other members of'the Conservative Government of 1841-1846 that Poor 
Law teachers * salaries should be paid out of a Parliamentary grant. ^ 
Peel agreed and Kay-Shuttleworth-set-to work to lay down , the conditions 
upon_which such: grants would.be awarded to individual teachers.^ In
-1- Chertseyr KR0-BG1/11/1, p  238 - 13 June 1838; BG1/11/2, p 7 - 
-23 October 1838; joint salaries of £30 p.a* on each occasion,
- Epsom Union to .the FLCsPRO MH12 12236/7973/24 August 1838:
- W.iEdwards and-wife appointed a t ^ a - joint salary of £33 P * a . .
2 See Table XXX*IX’ '"^5.;:.
3 Edward Senior’s Report, Report from the PLCs on the Training of
Pauper Children, l84t, App. IX, pp 391-3*
4 12 PLC (1846), p 8*. ■ ;
3 Peel to J. Graham, 18 January 1842 - Parker, C. S. (ed.), Sir
Robert Peel (London 1899), H ,  P 533-
6 Mins CCE, 1846, pp 25-30.
1846, Parliament voted £13?000 towards the cost of workhouse teachers* 
salaries® It was-agreed that such grants would depend upon 
efficiency® A separate corps of five inspectors of workhouse schools
1was placed under the control of the Committee of Council on Education.
One of the Poor Lav; Board*s first actions on coming into existence was
to issue a circular to boards of guardians on the subject of this 
2grant explaining, that" *the whole of the salaries of the schoolmasters 
and schoolmistresses- of workhouses became charged on this fund from 
the 1st-October, 1846^» After carrying out a preliminary survey, 
the-Oommittee of Council on Education declared that the average 
ability -of Poor Law teachers was roughly equivalent to that of a 
pupil-teacher in his first or. second year of training, this would
normally have been a child aged about 14-. The certificates awarded
• . ‘-V; if -p.
in 184-9, the first year of *Payment by Proficiency*, were mainly
concentrated in the two lower sub-competent classes, *permission* and
*probation*The Surrey Poor Law schools faithfully mirrored the
countrywide picture: among the v^orkhouse schools, only the masters
7at Chertsey and Guildford were placed in the competency class while
8 9;.lwo..schoolmi£3tressesv.tkose at Chertseyv and Guildford., refused-to be
1 13 PLCs (184-6-7), p 27; the five inspectors we re Bowyer, Brome,
• -Ruddock (who was_responsible for Farnham District School until
1861 - PRO MH27/70/29994/3 September 1861), Symons and Tufnell (who 
was responsible for the rest of the Surrey Poor Lav; schools 
including the North Surrey District School).
2 - 1  PLB (184-7-8),-p~22. /  ;
3 . -CCE-to the PLB: PRO MH19/14-/11 May 184-9.
k- 1 PLB“(1848), App. 4-, pp 17-19. , ‘ , V
5 - DukeF®, op. cit®, p 73-
6 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12/121^/18160/8 March 184-9:
Benjamin Newton-awarded a Competency Second.
7 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12336/18163/june 184-9: Samuel 
Lovell graded Competency Third.
8 The- PLB .to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12l46/l8l60/8 March 184-9: Harriet 
Clare refused to be examined.
9 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 1 2336/18163/June 184-9: Mary 
Ames refused to be examined.
TABLE XLIs The Surrey Poor Law Schoolteachers*
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examined*. The four teachers appointed to the newly opened district
1school at Farnham all achieved probation first certificates. The 
North Surrey District School did not open until 185O and its teachers 
were not examined and graded until 1851 when it immediately set new 
standards as far as staffing was concerned. As a result of the new 
system of payment, some Surrey teachers like Chertseyrs highly skilled 
schoolmaster- could.earn_considerably more than their union salary: 
Newton was appointed' with a salary of £25 P*a., but on examination 
was-placed in the efficiency class and at the age of thirty awarded 
a-salary of £60 p.a.. However, his .colleague, Miss Clare, a gifted 
industrial,instructor rather than a teacher, who was appointed'in 
1846^ with a salary of £16 p.a. , remained at that salary until her
tz
retirement in 1867 as she refused to have-her teaching examined by 
(j
E. C. Tufnell. Their talented successors, Jasper and Sarah Clarke, 
both achieved efficiency first certificates and were awarded Treasury 
grants of £60 and £48 p.a. respectively, instead of the advertised 
union"salaries of £25 and £16 p.a.. Unfortunately, as Table XXX'JXT 
demonstrates most of the Surrey Poor Law teachers between 1849 and 
1871, only just managed to attain a treasury grant equivalent to'the 
advertised union salary, indeed, many grants fell below these so that 
the guardians had to pay-the, difference out of union funds. Apart
1 The PLB to the NSDS: PRO MH27/68/9256/28 February 1850: Francis 
- Henning, ProbationJTirst.
The PLB to^the NSDS:. PRO NH27/68/27528/28 February 1850: Mary 
Gopper, Probation First.
The PLB to the NSDS: PRO MH27/68/4-2885/3 September I85O: Eliza 
Durrell, Probation-First. -
The ;PL3 'to the NSDS: PRO MH27/68/42886/3 September 185O: Henry 
_ Harrison,"Probation First. ,, -
2 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 .12146/11563/20 April 1848; 
aged 20 years.- -
3 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12149/32987/14 August 1858; 
aged 30 years.
4, The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12l45/500a/l7 January 1846; 
aged 44 years.
5 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1215^/5529/13 February 1867; 
aged 65 years.
6 E. C. Tufnell to the PLB: PRO MH12 12147/43030/3 September 1850: 
refusal to be examined mentioned for the first time in the 
surviving correspondence.
7 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 1215^/24302/15 June 1867.
from the exceptional teachers at Chertsey, the highest paid Surrey
teachers were those at the two district schools. Throughout the
period from their formation in 1850 until 1871 the head-teachers
of both the North Surrey District Schools always achieved efficiency
rating. The Farnham District Schools did not manage to recruit such
efficient staff and only employed one teacher, Henry Oliver (1858-70),
who achieved the coveted efficiency rating. In 1849, only 137 Poor
Lav/ schoolmasters throughout the country were awarded certificates of
either ’efficiency* or ’competency’ while a further 236 obtained lower
certificates, including 45 permission* awards. By 1857> the national
situation had almost been completely reversed: 234 schoolmasters were
awarded one or other of the top two ratings and only 134 were placed
in the lower grades, including seven v/ith certificates of ‘permission*.
A similar improvement in grading took place among the schoolmistresses
3although their qualifications v/ere on the whole lower. A 
comparison of Tables XX and XLI shows that the Surrey trends were 
similar to the national ones in 1849 and 1857* Comparable records of 
certificate awards do not exist for later years but there seems 
little doubt that the improvement continued at both local and national 
levels. Certainly between 1858 and 1871, 88.8 per cent of the Surrey 
schoolmasters and 46.9 per cent of the Surrey schoolmistresses were 
awarded efficiency or competency certificates as compared with 60 per 
cent of schoolmasters and 37»1 per cent of schoolmistresses nation­
wide while only 11 .2 per cent of the men and 46.9 per cent of the v/omen 
v/ere placed in the probation class in contrast with 1857 when 40 per 
cent of the men and 56.8 per cent of the v/omen throughout the country 
received this grading. Tv/o female teachers still refused to be examined
4by the district inspector of workhouse schools. The North Surrey 
District School*s splendid recruiting accounts for the county’s high 
percentage of male teachers in the efficiency class (44.4 per cent).
1 The PLB to the FDS: PRO MH27/70/11101/4 March 1859.
2 Duke F., op. cit., p 75; Mins CCE (PUS), 1847-8-9, pp x-xi.
3 Ibid.
4 See Table XLIII.
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TABLE XLII: A Comparison of the Graded Certificates
Awarded to Poor Law Schoolmasters 
Throughout the Country and in Surrey
in 1849 and'18^7
1849 18 37
Grade of 
Certificate 
Awarded
National
Totals
Surrey
Unions
National
Totals
Surrey
Unions
Efficiency
and
Figs. Figs. % Figs. % Figs. %
Competency 137 (36.7) 3 (30. 0) 234 (63. 6 ) 6 . (60. 0 )
Probation 191 (31. 2) 4 ■ (40.0) 127 (34.5) 4 (4o.o)
Permission 4-3 ( 12. 1) 1 (10 . 0) 7 (1.9) 0
Totals 373 (100. 0 ) 10 ( 100.0 ) 368 (100. 0 ) 10 (100.0 )
During the period 1849 to 1871, the bases upon which workhouse 
teachers* salaries were calculated gradually changed. To begin with 
they were supposed to be a straightforward reflection of the teacher*s 
skill* Then, the pay scales of 1850 introduced the principle of a 
pupil capitation ailov;ance in addition to an award based on the assessed 
proficiency of the teacher*s skills: this scale extended from £5 to £60 
-for men and from £4-to £58 for women. Later still, the capitation 
allowance was increased and the basis upon which it was calculated 
changed: male and:female teachers* capitation allowances were based 
upon the actual number of boys or girls they taught rather than on the : 
total number of pupils-in both schools as had previously been the rule.*
At: first glance, workhouse teachers1 salaries compareunfavourably 
-with thosa of'day-school teachers*. In 1833j the national average 
-salary of certificated male teachers was £90 p.a. although most of 
the small rural day-school teachers received far less than this; for
.1 1 PLB-(1848), App 4, pp 17-19. 1
2 Duke F., op. cit., pp 75-6.
3 Special Reports on Educational Subjects, HMSO, 1898, Vol. II, p 342.
example the master of Fetcham National School in Surrey received
£60 p.a. which was supposed to include the salaries of his wife and
1another assistant teacher. According to evidence submitted to the 
Newcastle Commission, the average emoluments of workhouse school­
masters v/as £63 p.a. compared ..with £133 p.a. for teachers in National
and British Schools'- this in fact only referred to the small select
%
band of workhouse teachers with certificates of efficiency. R. Palliser
argues that these figures indicate clearly how badly off workhouse
3teachers were compared with their day-school colleagues. However, 
workhouse teachers received -board (double rations) and lodging in 
addition to their salaries, so that one could argue that another £40 
or more should be added to their salaries to arrive at a comparable 
figure.2*
Other factors which made recruiting difficult in the Poor Lav;
education service were the workhouse teachers* long hours and extra
duties. In addition to their normal teaching duties, they were
responsible for the general care and control of the children in their
charge. Dorking Guardians drew up a concise description of these
extra duties in,1841: *The schoolmistress shall live in the House -
Attend wholly to the children and see them washed and combed every
Morning and put to bed at Night. She is to see that all their clothes
are properly mended ••••• She is to take the Children to Church twice 
5every Sunday.1 Quite often teachers were expected to act as porters 
or other officials as well as carrying out.these onerous duties. This
PRO ED 7/118/Annual Grants Form VI (1834).
The Newcastle Commission on Popular Education, PP XXI, 1861, Vol. I,
P 362.
Palliser R., *Workhouse Education in County Durham, 1834-1870*,
British Journal Educational Studies, XVI (1968).
In 1831, one of the teachers at the NSDS, was allowed to live out 
of the school and was granted a further £40 p.a. in lieu of board 
and lodging: PRO MH27/30/43374/4 November 1831. At Hambledon 
Union, the two teachers, a married couple, v/ere granted £40 p.a. in 
lieu of rations alone: Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12374/37739/
KRO BG2/11 /2, p 233. - 28 October 1841. 12 November 1861.
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v/as not usually true of Surrey teachers although individuals occasionally
1 2had to act as master or relieving officer during the existing
officer’s illness. Extra duties took up too much time to allow the 
officer concerned-to do both jobs properly.
-As early as 184-1, Kay-Shuttleworth suggested that workhouse 
schoolteachers should be exempted from all other duties and should be
3
allowed several-hours * recreation daily as well as an annual, holiday*
On-the whole his-suggestions fell on deaf" ears* There are few 
references in the Surrey Union minutes -to the allocation of free time 
to-workhouse- teachers; in fact, Epsom Guardians permitted their school­
master, George Faulkner, to leave the workhouse at 6*4-5 on two evenings 
~a_week, but this was an unusual concession: the Epsom schoolmistress 
was only free at meal times* Many teachers stole away from the work­
house-at night. Charles Barfield, Reigatefs pauper teacher (1836-184-1) 
was^reprimanded in 1838 for leaving the House without;oerraission after
:• g  ......... -
■ evening prayers*-^“:When Barfield continued "to make his evening
7
excursions, the-guardians-threatened to dismiss him . and gave the
8
schoolmistress, Jane Spencer, a month’s notice for the same offence.
A writer in 1875 remarked: ’It appears to me unreasonable that a 
schoolmaster of upwards of thirty years of age should be compelled to 
be within the workhouse-walls at nine o’clock, or half past-nine, every
"1" For-example,.'Mr-*:: James. Ames at; Guildford Union: KRO BG6/11/7, p 61
30 October 184-7*
-2 Benjamin Newton acted asthe Chertsey R.O. during the illness -of 
Tomlinson:: KRO BG1 /11/6 "rv-
3 Kay-Shuttleworth J. P.,"Paper on the Administration of the Grant 
of 30,000, Mins of the CCE, 1846, p 4-9*
4- KRO BG3/11/8, p 784- - 14-November i860.
5 KRO BG3/11/9, P 808 - 24-February 1869.
6 KRO EG9/11/1 v p 262 - 26 September I838.
7 "Ibid, p 394- -- 8 April i840.
8 Ibid.
night; or that he should on every occasion be obliged to ask leave of
1the master of the workhouse before he can go outside. 1 However, not
all boards of guardians were as unsympathetic as Reigate’s towards
2their officers: William Robus, the Epsom schoolmaster, and Thomas 
■3
Hales, the North Surrey District School’s senior master, for instance, 
were allowed to live outside their establishments.
Schoolteachers like • other senior workhouse officers were 
usually granted double rations, but even eating arrangements could 
lead to difficulties. Assistant Commissioner Edward Senior, reported 
in 184-1 that he had been unable to recruit Scottish teachers for his 
district in eastern England as they demanded to be ’placed on a par
4with and (dine with) the masters of, the workhouses.* In 1870, the
Chertsey Union teachers asked the board of guardians if they might be
allowed a sum of money in lieu of their rations *in consequence of
5differences with the master and matron.* On being ordered to dine 
with these officers, Mr. Wray refused and resigned rather than comply.^ 
The flexibility with which the rules concerning rations was applied 
varied from union to union. Mr. Hooker, the schoolmaster of Guildford 
Boys* School (18.59-1860), asked the guardians to give him a cash 
allowance instead of rations as in his failing state of health he was 
unable to digest the workhouse food. The guardians refused his request 
and shortly afterwards the luckless teacher was forced to resign through
1 5 LGB (1875-6), p 14-2.
2 KRO BG3/11/V n.p.n. - 4-June 184-1.
3 NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/30/43374/4- November 1851.
4- Edward Senior’s report: Report from the PLCs on the Training of
Pauper Children, 184-1, App. IX, pp 391-3*
5 KRO BG1/11/10, p 139 - 19 April 1870.
6 Ibid, p 167 - 14- June 1870..
1 &: 2ill health* On the other hand, Hambledon Guardians allowed
3Reuben and Elizabeth Cox £/fO p.a. in lieu of rations and refused to
k & 5change their decision even when the central authority asked them to.
Inspector Pigott advised the Poor Law Board to drop the matter as this
had been the custom at Hambledon since the establishment of the union
6and the guardians were notoriously difficult to handle.
In addition to rations, Poor Law teachers were usually provided 
with--accommodation. In the early days, this was sparsely furnished 
and incoming-teachers were-sometimes-advised to bring their own 
furniture with them* However, as their-status, improved, better 
lodgings were provided: on being appointed, George Clarke of Guildford 
(1833-9)"asked successfully for his rooms to be refurnished. These ■ 
rooms were further improved in 1861 by the installation of fireplaces 
and-grates. However, such accommodation was usually placed next door 
to the children1s dormitories- so there was often little time for 
relaxation; -for this reason, some teachers, like Mary Ames of ' 
Guildford Union, refused to occupy such rooms-until ordered to do so.
• -Insecurity of tenure was another disadvantage from which workhmise 
teachers particularly suffered. According, to Article 187 of the 
Consolidated Order of 2*fth July, l8*f7 and the *f6th section of V and 5 
William IV, c 78, no-schoolteacher could be removed from office until
1 ~KRO T3G6/11/6,,pf28^ - 7 January i860.
2__-r-Ibidpp 288 --28-January i860.
3 7KR0rBG7/llA?-P A27 - ^December 1861 and PRO MH12 1237V37759/
•' 12 November-l86l.
k The - PLB:.to Eambledon Union:PRO MH12 .1237^/37739/23 November 1861.
3 : Hambledon Union, to the TLB: PRO MH12 1237Vzf016^/23 November 1861.
6 .Ibid: a signed note by G. Pigott written on the back of the above.
7 For examole, the Chertsey Guardians* advice to James Pine and'his 
wife: KRO -BG1/11/2, p 7 - 23 October 1838.
8 -KRO BC-6/11/11, p 41 - 2^ February 1833.
9 Ibid.
-10 KRO BG6/11/A, p 495 - 29 August 1863.
fhe'die,.or resign, or be removed by the Commissioners, or be proved 
to be insane-, to the satisfaction of the Commissioners.1 This 
section of the Act was constantly ignored by the Surrey Boards of 
Guardians who on many occasions presented the central authority with 
a fait accompli by illegally dismissing the existing schoolteacher 
and appointing his successor before apprising the central authority
of their actions* Sarah Paine, the Dorking schoolmistress (18^5) was
2 3dismissed in this way as were James and Elizabeth Parnham, ; Charles
b  5 6Holden and Richard King of Guildford and William Waitsell of Reigate*
The worst case of this kind occurred at Hambledon where the number of
pupils in the workhouse .schools suddenly declined. The guardians
attempted to dismiss their teachers, Reuben and Elizabeth Cox, on
7
charges- of neglect, but to their chagrin the Poor Law Board insisted
. g - -
on holding an official enquiry which completely exonerated the 
teachers. The investigating officer, Dr. Edward Smith, commented on 
the guardians* obvious-desire to be rid of the officers so that they
1 See Glen W. C., op. cit., footnote (d), p 1V1.
2 Dorking Hnion to the PLCsrPRO MH12; 12221/7698/17 June 184-5*
3 KRO BG6/11/1, p 377 - 5 December 1837-
b  - -KRO BG6/11/3, pp 258-9 - 1VFebruary 1841.
3  KRO BG6/11/11, p 9 3 0  December 1854-: on 24th January, 1895 the
•Guildford Guardians informed the PLB that they had dismissed King
 and-.appointed George Clarke in . his stead: PRO MH12 12338/304*7/
" ■“ w 2 b January l855;;the--PLB pointed out that the guardians did not
- possess- the power to dismiss King but, per-force, had to accept 
^Clarke*s appointment (PRO MH12 12338/304-7/31 January 1855)-
“6-~ • Reigate-Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12577/14-24-9/8 Hay 1849; once
again, the PLB pointed out that the;guardians did not possess this 
' - power: .The PLB to Hambledon Union:.PRO MH12 12577/14249/11 May 1849*
7 KRO BG7/11/6, pp 187-8 - 11 February 1867; PRO MH12 12378/5418/
. 12 February 1867.
8 ' .The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO i m z .  12378/7863/9 March 1867.
9 Dr. Edi-zard Smith1 s ms report: PRO MH12 12378/11616/28 March 1867*
1could set up a mixed school run by only one teacher. When this ploy
failed, the guardians asked the Poor Law Board for permission to close
pthe schools on account of the decline in student numbers. After some
further correspondence, the central authority agreed to this line of
action in principle but asked whether the teachers had agreed to the 
3proposals. In fact, the guardians merely informed the Coxes that
Zj.
their services would no longer be required after 29th September, 1867.
The teachers then wrote to the Poor Law Board complaining about their
peremptory dismissal and disputing the guardians1 right to dispense
5
with their services in this way. Knowing, that the Coxes had right 
on their side but also recognising the strength of the guardians*
arguments against maintaining ti^ o schools with relatively highly paid
6 7teachers when there were only four boys and nine girls to be taught,
the Poor Law Board suggested that the teachers be offered compensation*^
The guardians ignored this advice and once again told the teachers that
their services were no longer required but promised to furnish them
9
with favourable testimonials. By this time the Coxes recognised the
hopelessness of their situation and wrote to the Poor Law Board
10demanding compensation. Eventually, under considerable pressure, the
guardians relented and offered the Coxes six weeks* wages as severance
' 1 1pay. The teachers agreed and the matter ;was settled*
1 Ibid.
2 . Hambledon.Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/20932/27 Hay 1867.
3 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12378/30995B/22*- August 1867.
k KRO BG7/11/6, p 237 - 26 August 1867.
3 R. Cox to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/33960/27 August 1867.
6 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377/6096/12 February 1866:
Reuben Cox, Competency First certificate and salary of £32 7s Od;
PRO MH12 1 2377/29821/18 July 1866. Elizabeth Cox awarded a 
Competency Second certificate and a salary of £2*f ks Od.
7 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/20932/27 May 1867.
8 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12378/3337W 1 0  September 1867.
9 KRO BG7/11/6, p 266 - 23 September 1867.- .
10 Reuben Cox to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/33960/27 August 1867 and
3639^B/23 September 1867.
11 KRO BG7/11/6, pp 277-8 ~ 21 October 1867 and PRO MH12 12378/39137/ 
23 October 1867.
The fear of old age and compulsory retirement prevented many 
older people joining or.remaining in the Poor Law education service.
Before the'1864 Superannuation Act was passed, there was little or 
nothing that boards of guardians could do for their aged and infirm 
teachers. Thomas and Harriet Walker were appointed schoolmaster and
2schoolmistress of the Hambledon Union schools on 21st November, 1836
and served faithfully until i860, when, according to Inspector Pigott,
3they were both *worn out1 through old age and sickness. The chaplain
wrote to the Poor Law Board asking if it was possible to grant two
. if
such valuable officers pensions after 24 years* service. When the
central authority pointed out that it ;‘did not have the power to help
these unfortunate people, Inspector Pigott suggested that the guardians
grant the Walkers *generous out relief*, particularly as the husband
had only one leg and was very infirm.5 Hardly surprisingly, the old
couple went on teaching until ill-health finally forced them to
6resign in October 1861•
A similar case occurred at Reigate where the teacher had even 
less chance to save up for his old age because as a one time inmate he
r? g
only received £4 p.a. in addition to his clothing, board and lodging.'
1 27 and 28 Victoria, c 42.
2 KRO BG7/11/1, p 34 - 21 November 1836.
3 Signed note appended to footnote 6.
4 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12374/770/6 January i860.
3 Ibid.
6 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12374/33221/29 October 1861.
7 The Walkers never achieved certificates higher than Probation Third
in the case of the husband and Permission in the case of the wife; 
their total income was only about £30 p.a.
8 KRO BG9/11/1, p 219 - 16 May 1838.
Although competent, he never obtained an increase in salary or parity
1 2of status-with the untrained schoolmistress who was paid £15 p*a.*
Eventually, when he became too infirm to carry out his duties, he
3
resumed his place among the workhouse inmates*
Although the Superannuation Act of 1864- was only permissive the 
Surrey Boards of Guardians implemented it immediately* One teacher 
who but for its- passage would probably have ended her days as a pauper 
was-Harriet Clare of the Chertsey Union schools. She was appointed 
schoolmistress at the: age of Vf-in 1846^  and served until April 1867
when she was awarded a pension of £30 p.a. with the agreement of the
: 5 •■■.
Poor Law Board* :
Serious doubts were cast on the efficiency and character of Poor 
Law teachers by E. C. Tufnell in 1839 when he declared: * There is no 
class of officers of whom such continual complaints are made.*^ He 
described cases of drunkenness, cruelty, attempted seduction and 
complete illiteracy. Certainly, in a period as lofig as that between 
1834- and 1871, it would have been surprising if none of the 205 school- 
.teachers who served the Surrey Unions had been guilty of one or more 
of the failings listed above* In fact, only three cases of attempted 
seduction were reported.and one of these occurred in another county.
In 184-1 James Thayres,-a Guildford schoolmaster, was dismissed after 
-admitting having criminal intercourse_with Caroline Mercer, an inmate 
of the workhouse* By contrast Henry Carilon, another Guildford school-*
-master, stoutly denied'that he had made a weak-minded girl called Mary
V ■■ Q ■- - -
■— Thurwell pregnant* Indeed, he even offered to undergo a medical
1 Ibid, p 302— -27 February 1839*
~Z ■ See footnote 8,.,p &AT.
."3. KRO BG9/11/2, p 121 - 23 March 184-1.
4- Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12.12l4-5/500a/l7 January 1848.
5 KRO BG1/11/9, p 37 - 23 April 1867; PRO MH27/12152/5529/13 February 
1866 and 12152/5529/19 May 1867.
6 :E* G. Tufnell*s ms report: Report from the PLCs on the Training of 
Pauper'Children,. 184-1, p 3^»
7 Ibid, pp 3^7-9.
8 KRO BG6/11/3, p 393 - 14- August 184-1; PRO MH12 1233V7886a/23 August 
184-1.
9 . Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2339/26573/9 July i860.
1examination to prove that he v;as impotent. Whatever effect this
dramatic offer might have had on the Poor Lav; Board was ruined by the
discovery that Carilon had been forced to leave Merthyr Tydwill Union
2under exactly similar circumstances. Pigott conducted the official
inquiry and not very surprisingly decided that *he (Carilon) cannot
without great injury to the moral principle of the children under his
3charge be continued in his office.* Eventually, Carilon was oersuaded
kto resign but continued to protest his innocence for several more
months. An even more curious case occurred at Godstone Union when the
Poor Law Board-refused to confirm the appointment of a Mr. Aylmore
because he had *courted* the schoolmistress at Cosforth Union while
- 5his - estranged v/ife was still alive and unacknowledged. Branded as a
philanderer Aylmore*s career was ruined as he was quick to point out;
the central authority, however, was adamant that he was not the type
6of teacher they could approve. Two cases of indecency and a pregnancy
complete the catalogue of the Surrey teachers1 sexual misdemeanours.
Elizabeth Benson of Kingston was dismissed by the guardians for rgross
7acts of indecency* while Mr.' Allen of Chertsey escaped with a caution
- : ■- =-■ ' ■ g
after he had been accused of . indecency by the master. It transpired .; 
that Mr* Allen had pulled off his nightgown while two fourteen year old 
girls, -who had been making up his fire, were still in the'room.
1 H. Carilon to the PLB: PRO MH12 12339/2733V i  9 July i860.
2 Ibid: signed note by Colonel Pigott ;]on the back of the above.
3 Colonel Pigott»s ms report: PRO MH12. 12339/30739/23 August i860.
b KRO BG6/11/13,. P ^31 - 29 September i860.
3 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12318A8146/13 December 1839.
6 Ibid.
7 KRO BG9/11/1, p 2^ -6 - 8 August 1838.
8 KRO BG1/11/3, p 160 -  8 November 18^3 and Chertsey Union to the PLCs:
PRO MH12 121 Vii/l3036a/8 November 184-3.
Assistant Commissioner Hale discovered that *as is too often the case, 
the Master and Matron of the Workhouse'-are on bad terms with the School­
master and Schoolmistress; and though I do not mean to say that the 
little girls have been tutored in making their charges, I think that
their statement had acquired a degree of consistency by means of the
1opportunities that had been afforded by repeating it.* The last case
concerned the personal morality of Mary Palmer, an unmarried Hambledon
schoolmistress, who-was expelled from the workhouse on the same day that
2she- was discovered to be pregnant.
’I. have-reason to believe*, admitted an Assistant Commissioner in
the 1840s, *that great-cruelties have been practised upon the children
which probably do not always come to light, as a schoolmaster has no
difficulty-in aweing an unhappy orphan, who probably has not a friend 
•5
in the world.1 It-is impossible to gauge to what degree Poor Law
schoolteachers abused their position to inflict pain and humiliation
upon their charges.— Sir-Henry Morton Stanley experienced brutal
treatment at St. Asaph*s Union near Denbigh:
*No Greek helot or dark slave ever underwent such discipline
 as the Boys of St. Asaph under the heavy masterful hand of k
James Erancis. The ready back-slap in the face, the stunning 
clout over the ear, the strong blow with the open palm on 
alternate cheeks, which knocked our senses into confusion, 
were so frequent that it is a marvel we ever recovered them 
again.*^ \ . ' - . ■ - .
However, the Poor-Law Commissioners did-their best to prevent wanton
physical punishment. An instructional letter of February 184-2 admitted
that the corporal punishment of children as a means of correction was *a
1 "Richard Hall*s ms report: PRO MH12 1214-3/13622a/21 November 184-3*
2 KRO - BG7/11/7» P 100 “ 13 November 1869 and Hambledon Union to the 
PLB: PRO MH12_: 12378/30^ 53/16 November 1869.
3 _Quoted-in Longmate N., op. cit., p 170.
4- Stanley H. M.^ The Autobiography (London 1909), PP 12-13; compare 
his- experiences with those of Charles Chaplin at the Hanwell 
Schools in fMy-Autobiography1 (Harmondsworth Penguin edition, 1966) ,
pp 26-32.
difficult subject1 and that all classes of society were divided in
opinion over it* Moreover, the Commissioners declared themselves
satisfied that *good temper, joined., to firmness and self command1
would enable a skilful teacher to manage children with 1little or no
1corporal punishment.* Kay-Shuttieworth went further in his famous
report on 1841 and declared that: *all corporal punishment should 
at an early period fall into disuse, and the necessity of resorting
to punishment of any kind frequently is to be regarded as a proof of
2 3
the incorapetency of the teacher.1 Later, the Consolidated Order
laid;,down strict.regulations: boys of under fourteen years could be
beaten with a frod' or-other instrument1 by the master or schoolmaster
only; if the punishment was sanctioned by the guardians. Norman Longmate
4.-
insists.that *No rules were so often broken.* Certainly, a number
of distasteful, cases were mentioned in the Surrey records. The first
occurred at Godstpne where the guardians ordered the schoolmaster to
refrain from using the cane on refractory boys and to punish them by
5putting them on a bread and water diet instead. This did not prove 
to be a sufficient deterrent and the workhouse master soon reported 
that the boys were beyond the control of the old man deputed to look - 
after them during the evenings.^ The guardians* response was to appoint 
a ,night guard*, sack the existing schoolmistress, Elizabeth Wood, 
without the.Poor Law Commissioners* permission and appoint a good
7
disciplinarian, Miss Darke, who s.9on reduced the-children to order.
1 Instructional Letter, February 184-2, Glen V/. C., op. cit., pp 108-9» 
footnote (b). . .
2. -Report from .the Poor Law Commissioners on the Training of Pauper 
Children, 1841, p 117.
3 The Consolidated.Order, 24 July 1847, Articles 138-142.
4 Longmate N., op. cit., p 170.
3 KRO BG3/11/3, p 112 - 24 July 1840; the minute of 30 November 1841
in 7 PLCs (1841), App. A 3, p 72; stopped unauthorised dietary 
reductions for children under twelve.
6 KRO BG3/11/3, P 212 - 12 February 1S41.
7 Ibid, p 294 - 10 September 1841; p 338 - 12 November 1841; p 398 -
11 February 1842.
A temporary teacher at the Kingston workhouse school, Mr* Pallet,
v/as reprimanded in 1850 for improperly punishing1 the boys and
promptly resigned. .In 1831, Henry Harrison, the assistant teacher
at Farnham District School was dismissed for severely beating one of
2the boys in his care. However, Colonel Pigott defended the young man
.on'"the--grounds that he had been under heavy strain and that he believed
3he would eventually become a good teacher*
Male teachers Y/ere not the only ones to resort to corporal
if
punishment- although it was illegal to punish girls in this way* Mrs*
Jane Spencer of Reigate Union (1838-4-2) v/as suspended in 1842 for
*’ 5
-administering corporal punishment . She had * a hasty temper * and was
^frequently violent* to the children in her care? she resigned voluntarily
rather than face an official enquiry.^ Some of the Hambledon children
were as badly knocked about as those described, by Mrs. E. Sheppard of 
7Erome. Mrs. Cox, the schoolmistress, blacked, five year old Alice
Grover*s eye because she * could not say her letters*, blacked ten year
old-Bertha Quennel1 s eye and bloodied her nose because she * talked to
another. girl • • ... when, undressing to. go . to ..bed *, and smacked another
ten year old giri-across the hands with a stick because *she could not
8
say her Geography lesson.* Mrs. Cox admitted the charges and threw
1 KRO BG8/11/4, p 72 - 22 October 1830.
2 The FDS to the-RLBrPRO MH27/69/5204/13 February 1832.
3 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH27/69/4509/2 February 1852.
4 Instructional Letter, February 1842.
3 ICRO BG9/11/2, n.p.r., 24 May 1842.
6 Reigate Union to the-PLCs: PRO MH12 12375/13923a/29 November 184-2.
7 She described a * poor girl..... so beaten ..... for not spelling
a word right, that the skin of her back came off on her linen when
it was removed*,. Sheppard E., Sunshine in the Workhouse (London
1838), pp 84-6.
8 KRO BG7/11/3, P ^70 — 20 July 1863 and Hambledon Union to the PLB:
PRO MH12 12375/30130/4 August 1863.
herself on the mercy of the Poor Law Board who, because of her previously
1
unblemished record, ..merely cautioned her.
It is impossible to say with the limited amount of information 
available whether these few examples of maltreatment constitute the 
tip of an undisclosed iceberg of brutality or are atypical aberrations* 
However, it is unlikely that brutal teachers would have escaped the 
notice of the district and workhouse school inspectors, the visiting 
committees and the chaplains who were supposed to visit the schools 
frequently ana note the.children’s progress* Moreover, the school­
teachers were kept under rigorous surveillance by the master and matron 
. who were usually only too willing to report any peccadiloes they 
observed.
Certainly, the maintenance of discipline in Poor Law- schools was
no easy task as a number of well qualified teachers discovered: Charles
Holden, a Guildford schoolmaster (1840t-1), was dismissed for not being
.able *to keep ..... (the boys) in proper order* and for allowing them 
. 2
to use obscene language. ^Richard King of the same union (1833-4) v/as 
also dismissed for failing to control his pupils.'* Some Surrey Boards 
of Guardians did little to help their hard pressed teachers; this was 
particularly true of the Dorking Guardians who insisted on maintaining; 
a mixed school even though their schoolmistresses found it extremely 
difficult to discipline difficult, obstreperous boys. When they 
discovered that the schoolmistress, Mrs. Paine (1843), was in 
difficulties, the guardians instructed the House Committee to keep an
eye on her, and then„dismissed her when she failed, to regain control
■;.= r.-;- 5 - _ :
of the situation. Even though schoolmistresses came and went with
monotonous regularity, the guardians persisted in. retaining a mixed
1 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12375/30884/27 August 1863.
2 KRO BG6/11/3, pp 258-9 - 16 February 1841.
3 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/3047/24 January 1855-
4 KRO BG2/22/3, p 303 - 30 January 1843.
3 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/7698a/17 June 1843*
school against the^advice of the central authority: Jane Tarrant (1845),
Mrs, Mary Barnes (1846), Mary Longhurst (1846-7)» Amelia Woodruffe
(184?-8), Ann Walkden (1848-51), Miss Baber (1851-2),.Miss Pewsey
(1852-62) and Miss Tagney (1864-6) all struggled unsuccessfully for
longer or shorter periods to reduce their unruly charges to order.
After Miss Tagney went mad in 1866, Dr. Edward Smith, the district
inspector, visited the school aijd stated forthrightedly that no woman
teacher could be expected to control the 25 difficult boys he had 
2observed. However,- the guardians remained unmoved and were fortunate
enough to obtain the services of a teacher of outstanding ability in 
1 x
the-person-of Ellen Ronay, who was still the schoolmistress in 1871.
The -discipline difficulties encountered by the schoolteachers were 
not necessarily the result of weak character or poor teaching strategies. 
Other much more experienced and senior officials, for example, the 
masters of the workhouses, occasionally found themselves unable to 
control aggressiveJboys. At Epsom in 1845, Frederick Cuffley (15), 
William Cuffley (.15), George Ford (14), Thomas Spurner (15) and 
Frederick Wyatt (15) were charged with fdisorderly conduct , in the
 4
■House and threatening to strike the Master. 1 The guardians resolved 
that the boys should be v/hipped in front of the school and then placed 
in solitary confinement-for 24 hours on a diet of bread and water. In 
the same year, seven boys were taken before the Reigate Board of 
Guardians because they were beyond the control of the schoolmaster and 
master; the seven ringleaders were confined for 24 hours and placed on 
a reduced diet 'while the rest of the boys were reprimanded.
1 Dorking Union to- the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/58.780/14 July 1866.
2 Dr. Edward-Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/41845/25 October 1866.
5 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO Mi12 12224/50551/16 December 1866 -
Miss Roney appointed.
4 KRO BG5/11/5,. p 1 1 2 - 2  April 1845.
5 KRO BG9/11/4, p 10 - 4 November 1845.
At first the -two Surrey district schools were no more successful
than workhouse schools in maintaining order. In 1&52, Inspector
Ruddock severely criticised the Farnhara teachers1 lack of control and
1complained that there v/as ’much smiling and talking in class.’ In
April 1853j Colonel.Pigott reported that twelve boys had absconded
from the school since 1st February and that the entries in the Pauper
2Offences book.'were very numerous. He put this down to the lax
discipline of“Superintendent Henning, who was later dismissed. There
was a shortlived improvement under his successor, Clarke, before he
3too was forced to resign. The next superintendent, James Baker
(I85&-7), did a little better until forced to resign as a chronic 
if
alcoholic. His successor, George Croucher, immediately incurred
5
Joshua Ruddock’s-serious-displeasure by his. alleged lack of control,
6 n
but both Inspector Hawley and the board of managers came to his 
defence, pointing out that -he had only been appointed three weeks 
before Ruddock’s visit. In fact the Crouchers reduced the school to 
good order for the first time since its formation; in their next
reports, both W. H.“T. Hav/ley and J. Ruddock praised the Crouchers for
8
the improvements they had made. Although the teachers continued to 
have minor difficulties from time to time,J- they had created a stable 
regime which carried the school.through to 1871 without another major 
crisis.
1 ...Ruddock’s ms;report: PRO MH27/68/^*759/3Q September 1852.
2 .G.“--Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH27/68/15706/29 April 1853*
3 G. Pigottr’s ms report: PRO MH27/88/32973/3 September 1853; b09k2/
11 November 1853 - the Clarkes resigned.
V  W. H. T.-Hawley’s ms report:- PRO MH27/69/1 84-72/25 Hay 1857. ;
5 The PLB to the FDS: PRO MH27/70/8780/10 November 1858.
6 W. H. T. Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH27/70/12370/10 April 1858.
7 The FDS to .the PLB: PRO MH27/70/13712/17 April 1858. .
8 V7. H. T. Hawley’s ms report, containing a copy of J. Ruddock’s 
Report: PRO MH27/70/36321/20 September 1859.
9 The schoolmistress was warned about the state of her school in 
i860: FDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/70/2615V 7  July i860 and H. Oliver, 
the schoolmaster, was given'a similar warning in 1861: PRO MH27/7Q/ 
23187/25 November 1852.
The North Surrey District School began its life with a riot: 
Inspector Tufnell wrote in 1852, ’The school opened 22 months ago 
with the most ill conditioned and disorderly children I have ever 
seen, who in the first week committed £100 worth of damage in a riot.’ 
Within two years of this disastrous opening, Tufnell xiras able to
report, *1 have never seen a more quiet and orderly school, or where
. 2 
the instruction is more ably imparted.’ However good the boys* school
may or may.not have been at this time,'the girls’ school was. close
to anarchy -although Tufnell makes no mention of this. In the May
before his inspection, the managers wrote to the Poor Lav/ Board
requesting permission to appoint a drill mistress to help the matron
and schoolmistress to keep the ’Girls in such a state of discipline
as is essential for the well being of that department of the-school.’
The situation was-no -better in 1853 when Inspector Hale found the
girls’ school in a ’state of turbulence and insubordination* which the
if
teachers were quite unable to quell._i__. In consequence, the senior
mistress, the assistant mistress and:the infant schoolmistress all
resigned. The clerk to the managers told the .Poor Law Board that the
senior mistress, Miss Challis, had-resigned because-she could not _ -
5control her pupils. ..Richard Hale suggested-that a schoolmaster be 
placed in charge of the school; he reminded the Poor Law Board that 
this was what the Managers of the Central London. District School had had
1 . E. C. Tufnell’s-ms report: PRO MH27/51/^8^20/25 November 1852*
2 ibid. ;:S:4'.jvY
3 - The NSDS to- the PLB:-PRO MH27/50/183^9/19 May 1852.
if Signed-note ozr the back of a cutting from the Times of 7 September 
1853 in PRO MH27/52.
5 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH 27/51/3^-87^/26 September 1853*
to do in similar circumstances. Neither the ;Poor Lav; Board nor the
managers were impressed by this advice and a Mrs. Watson, was appointed 
2senior mistress. Although she left within six months, her replacement,
■3
Annie Hackett, finally succeeded m  establishing order.
The relationship between good order and the outstanding calibre 
of the senior teachers was underlined in 1857 when Mr. Hales (1851-7)j 
an excellent senior master, resigned and was replaced by Thomas 
Vennimore, who had been trained at Westminster College and had
ktaught successfully in several workhouse schools. Under the new 
senior master, the boys* behaviour deteriorated and the managers 
-declared themselves dissatisfied with the state of the boys* school 
in 1858. Although Vennimore eventually succeeded in asserting his
authority over the boys, he failed to Win the respect of the pupil-
6 ' !teachers^ whose /intellectual standards and moral conduct* were 
7
unsatisfactory. H. B. Farnall, the district inspector, admitted that
8the situation needed looking into, but Vennimore saved him the trouble
9
by resigning in 1859- The managers were reluctant to assess Vennimore*s
successor, James.Marsland, and gave-the credit for the dramatic
improvement in the boys* behaviour to the drillmaster, John Whitehead.
After Marsland had completed six months* probation, the managers asked
for another six months to consider his performance before confirming 
11his appointment. In-fact, Marsland proved to be a -first class teacher
1 See footnote *f, previous page.
2 - The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/50/3^7^/26 September 1853.
5 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/50/5^5/8 February 185V  '
A  The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/51A3150/27 November 1857.
5 ..The NSDS- to the PLB: PRO MH27/51/34-728A September 1858.
6 The-NSDS to- the PLB: PRO MH27/51/12333/23 March 1859.
7 Ibid.
8 Signed note written on the above.
9 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/51/25732/15 June 1859. .
10 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/52/32298/15 September i860: his
salary was raised from £25 to £30 p.a. in consequence.
11 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/52/^555/18 December i860.
and administrator. He was awarded an efficiency first certificate, 
and v/as still in charge of the boys1 school in 1871.
Quarrels between the teachers and other workhouse officers often
bedevilled the Poor Lav/ education service. Although Kay-Shuttleworth
■ 1
sympathised v/ith the schoolteachers, other inspectors were not so
generous. One commented in 1862 that some teachers had *a very
exalted idea of their position, relative to the master of the 
2workhouse. 1 Another insisted that * teachers are invariably the
aggressors, they enter the workhouse v/ith the most absurd notions of
3their own positions and consequences. 1
There .were a substantial number of quarrels between workhouse
schoolteachers and masters and matrons in Surrey. Guildford Union’s
first teachers, James and Elizabeth Parnham, fell foul of the master
if
for failing to carry 'out his instructions and v/ere dismissed. Between 
1843 and 184-8, there were a series of quarrels between the school­
teachers and senior officers of Chertsey Union. Assistant Commissioner 
Hall, who investigated the charges against Mr. Allen, the Chertsey
schoolmaster in 184-3j found evidence of a longstanding disagreement 
5with the master. When the schoolteachers resigned three months later, 
they thanked the guardians for the consideration they had shown them
g
’through a series of malicious persecutions.* Their successors, Mr*
7and Mrs. Shipp, were dismissed after quarrelling with the master; then
8Mr. and Mrs. Knight refused the posts; and Mr. and Mrs*.Capon left
9after six months* service. Following these experiences, the guardians
1 Kay-Shut tlev/orth, J., Paper on the Administration of the Grant of 
30,000; Mins of the CCE, 184-6, p 4-9$ see p 4-S2
2 Select Committee on Poor Relief, PPJC, .1862,-p 97.
3 The Poor Law Board’s Report on the Education of Pauper Children, 
PP (510), 1862, XLIX (Part I), p 25.
4- KRO BG6/11/1, p 3^ f0 -.26 September 1837.
5 See p44$: R. Hale’s ms report: MH12 1214-5/13622a/21 November 1843*
6 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PROMH12 12145/1718a/l4- February 1844-.
7 KRO BG1/11/3, p 275 ~ 31 December l8¥f.
8 Ibid, p 298 - 25 March 184-5. / -
9 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12'1214-5/188a/ 6  January 1846;
KRO BG1/11/3, p 363 - 14- October 184-5: appointed Master of Weably 
Union.
decided to appoint single teachers but this decision hardly improved
'I
the situation: Mr.'Rowland only lasted six months; Mr* Elisha was
2
killed crossing a railway line; Mr* Puttock quarrelled v/ith the
master and resigned in consequence of the *unpleasant circumstances
which have of late taken place, between-the.Governor and myself • ••••''
On the other hand, although Mr. Carslake resigned after less than a
year, he told the guardians, 'this has been one of the'most pleasant
if
and comfortable situations I ever filled. * For the time, being at
least the-quarrelling was at an end as the next schoolmaster, Benjamin
■Newton (1848-1866), was a brilliant success. However, after his
resignation and that of his immediate successors, the Clarkes (1867- 
6
1869), the union experienced another crop of disastrous quarrels.
Both George Wray, the schoolmaster, ana Miss Sarah Benjamin, the
^schoolmistress, resigned in 1870 after a long series of disputes with- 
7
the-master. The next male teacher, Mr. West, also resigned after
8disagreeing with the master and his immediate successor, Mr.. Davies,
■ " "   9
v/as forced by^the guardians to apologise to the matron. Undaunted,
Davies and the master filed a series of complaints and counter-
10complaints against each other. . Following a thorough investigation 
a Committee of Guardians dedlared that 'the officers of the Workhouse 
are at variance'.with one another and that instead of peace . reigning
1 Ibid and-KRO-BG1/11/4-, p 1 - . 30 December 1843 to p 30 - 26 May 1846.
2 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12146/1634a/28 January 1847j 
.appointed' 23 June 1846 (EG1/11/4, p 37)*
3 - Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH-12 12146/11 423a/9 July 1847*
4 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 ;;12146/7691/13 March 1848.
3  KRO BG1/11/4, p 234- 11 April 1848 - BG1/11/8, p 412 - 2 4  December
1866.
6 KRO BG1/11/8,. p 11 - 12 February 1867.
7 KRO BG1/11/10, p 167 - 14 June 1870 and p 210 - 23 August 187O.
8 Ibid, p 280 - 27 December 1870.
9 Ibid-, p 407 - 22 August 1871.
10 : KRO BG1/11/10, p 413 - 3 September 1871.
in the establishment there are constant quarrels among the officers
tending to affect the discipline of the House and making the inmates
disobedient. 1 Eventually, the master v/as able to oust his rival on
the rather dubious charge that he had made improper advances to one of
2
the inmates. Davies admitted defeat and resigned.
The Epsom officers seem to have enjoyed more amiable relationships
until 1868 when the schoolmistress, Mss Horsman (1850-71) charged the
3master v/ith neglect. A committee of enquiry found the charges proven 
and as a result a full-scale reappraisal of the organisation of the
4v/orkhouse took place and a host of reforms were carried out. Reigate 
Union also experienced various quarrels between their school and v/ork­
house masters. William Waistall (1843-49) was dismissed for quarrelling
5
v/ith the senior officer while'his successor, Henry Ball, left after
g
only a year. His replacement, George White, a highly qualified and
7experienced teacher, levelled a series of charges at the master which
a committee of enquiry upheld, admitting that *the conduct of the
Master and Matron to the inferior officers of the Establishment1 v/as
8*of a despotic and overbearing nature.* However, White as well as the
master and matron, Mr. and Mrs. Farr, v/as required to resign even
9though no crime or neglect had been proved against him. The relations
between the school-teachers and the senior officers remained amicable
until 1866 when William Sone (1861-67) fell out v/ith the master, Mr.
10Shaw, and complained to the board of guardians. A committee of enquiry
1 Ibid, p Vi7 - 12 September 1871.
2 Ibid, p 419 - 19 September 1871.
3 KRO BG3/11/9, P 770 - b November 1868.
4 Ibid; see p^y£ for more details?
5 KRO BG9/11/4, p 388 - 21 February 1849.
6 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377/46367/2 October 1850.
7 Ibid.
8 KRO BG9/11/5, pp 64-5 - 12 February 1851.
9 Ibid, p 88 - 16 April 1851. v
10 KRO BG9/11/8, p 268 - 19 December 1866.
established that although the master had sworn at Sone, this had been
caused by 'the unjustifiable provocation of the schoolmaster himself.1
This confrontation seems to have been brought about by a difficult,
aggressive teacher rather than an overbearing master; Sone had already
2been reprimanded for 'his mode of punishing the boys' and seems to
have recognised that he v/as not suited to schoolteaching. He resigned
3in 1867 to take, up a clerkship.
Occasionally, arrogant teachers quarrelled with their employers.
Miss Reily (1833-8), the head-of the Infant Department of the North
Surrey District School, was- suspended after deliberately taking the
children for a walk at the time she knew the managers would be visiting
her-department. This was only tha final provocation in a series of
disagreements. The managers complained that she had shown 'continuous
insubordination to the Superior Officers' and that she had dressed as
a man and gone through a mock marriage with another member of staff at 
L
a party. Inspector Farnall upheld the charges and Miss Reily v/as
ordered to resign. In 1863, Sarah Smith, the Godstone Union school-
6mistress, refused to superintend the girls' industrial training,- and
informed the central authority that. they were required to do far too . .
7
much work. When Mr. Gower, the chairman of the board of guardians, 
went to check on her-claims for himself, he found her classes in a 
state of chaos - the noise in the classroom was unbearable - and 
subsequently informed the central authority that she was 'very untruthful*
1 r ibid.
2 KRO BG9/11/8, p l6*f - 3 July 1865.
3 Ibid, p:373 - 20 November 1867 and PRO MH12 12383/WI21/21 November
; ' - 1867.
h The NSDS to-the PLB: PRO MH27/31/17313/3 May 1838.
3 Mr. Parnell's ms report: PRO MH27/31/23382/18 June 1838.
:The PLB to Miss Catherine Reily: PRO. MH27/31/23382/22 June 1838.
Miss Reily to the PLB: PRO MH27/31/28702/8 July 1838: Miss Reily
resigned.
6 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2319/208^6/29 May 1863.
7 Miss Smith to the PLB: PRO ME12 12319/223W7 June 1863.
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Could not control pupils 
Quarrelled with master .
Illegal use of corp. pun
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"1
as well as being 'very insolent* and 'indolent'* The Poor Lav/ Board
ordered her to resign but she did so voluntarily before receiving 
2
their letter.
Without doubt some of these conflict situations arose through 
either the teachers' inflated sense of their own importance or the 
masters' dictatorial behaviour.
An analysis of the reasons why Surrey teachers resigned their 
posts (Table XLIII) shows that five men (5.1 per cent of the total) 
and four women (3»8 per cent) were required to resign for quarrelling 
with superior officers v/hile a further four men (4- per cent) and two 
vjomen (1.9 per cent) were dismissed for the same offence. On the 
other hand at least two schoolteachers succeeded in proving that their
3senior officers were incompetent while remaining in office themselves.
Probably most teachers took the easy v/ay out when faced by uncongenial
Ix
conditions and resigned as soon as they could obtain another post•
The main reasons for these quarrels seem to be those given by Kay- 
5Shuttleworth; that the teachers and the senior officers came from very 
dissimilar social and educational backgrounds and had entirely different 
attitudes towards the Poor Law service. The teachers must have resented 
receiving orders from officers they regarded as uneducated and in some 
•cases brutal boors, v/hile the senior officers must have loathed these 
young upstarts who often gave themselves airs and graces after the 
shortest of residences in the workhouse. These difficulties were 
aggravated by the marked disparity in their ages: many of the teachers 
had only just left college or completed their pupil-teacher apprentice­
ships, while the masters and matrons, who were usually middle-aged 
couples*, - had either held a wide variety of posts outside the Poor Law
1 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12319/237^9/23 June 1863.
2 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12319/237W7 July 1863.
3 For example, Miss Horsman of Epsom, see p 4-Sf
k For example, Mr. Sone of Reigate Union, see pp 4Sij.-5
3 See p 1^ 52- ’ ' , . . ' . , ,
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service or had spent most of their lives in one workhouse or another* 
These factors plus the fact that these officers were continually thrown 
together and deprived for the most part of any opportunity to make 
friends .with people outside the workhouse tended to produce an 
explosive atmosphere in which petty irritations led to violent 
confrontation*
Nevertheless, Table-}OL.rVV shows that most of the teachers who left 
Surrey did-so to obtain promotion: 2k schoolmasters (2^*3 per cent) and 
sixteen schoolmistresses (13*1 per cent) resigned voluntarily to take 
up better paid -jobs in workhouse, parochial, district or industrial 
schools elsewhere. In addition,-seven men and two women obtained non- 
teaching posts in the Poor Law service as masters (2) and matrons (2), 
relieving officers (2) and assistant clerks (1). No doubt most of the 
22 men and the 27"women who resigned for *causes unknown* did so to 
take up posts in parochial or workhouse schools.* Most of the rest of 
the resignations-are-accounted for by-ill health (10), death (^ f), the 
marriage of female teachers (3)? and-retirement (A) - although there 
were some unusual causes such as the closure of one or more of the 
schools'•(3)V teachers * refusal of posts after appointment (3), the " ’ 
central authority4s refusal to ratify appointments (2) and the dismissal 
(2) or. sickness (3) of a spouse or parent.
In spite of all.their-problems - unsuitable conditions, lack of 
equipment, difficult children and-unattractive colleagues - and their . 
personal deficiencies - youth and inexperiaace in most- cases - most 
Surrey workhouse teachers attained satisfactory levels of efficiency 
and occasionally achieved outstanding academic successes as in the case 
-of the North-Surrey District and the Chertsey Workhouse schools.
Chapter VI
SPECIAL CATEGORIES OF PAUPER
From the very beginning the Poor Law authorities created by the 
act of. 183^ were expected to look after a wide range of paupers. 
Certain categories, lunatics, the aged, unmarried mothers, bastards, 
prostitutes and vagrants, required specialist treatment which created 
discipline and control problems. Against the wishes of the authors 
of the_act, all these categories were housed in general mixed 
workhouses* Only pauper lunatics were accorded separate facilities 
and treatment in the new county asylums which formed the basis of a 
separate service*
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(a) PAUPER LUNATICS
(i) Accommodation Problems
Little interest was taken in the treatment of lunatics until 1827
when a committee of enquiry revealed the disgusting state of most
asylums and licensed houses* As a result of the subsequent public
agitation two acts were passed in 1828: one dealt with the care and
2
treatment of the insane in England and the other with the erection of
3county asylums and the care of pauper and criminal lunatics* The 
county magistrates were empowered to build county asylums, engage 
managers and to levy a rate to meet the expenses incurred* Although 
fifteen Commissioners in Lunacy were appointed to visit the licensed 
madhouses, they were excluded from public hospitals and county asylums 
which escaped examination for the time being even though the Home 
Secretary had the power to send visitors to these institutions if he 
wished* However, initially, the work of the Commissioners in Lunacy 
was greatly hampered by the attitude of the proprietors and staff of 
the private madhouses who intimidated their patients so that’ they did 
not dare complain about the conditions prevailing in the house or the
4-treatment meted out to them*
Only one clause of the Poor Law Amendment Act mentioned the 
insane: f..*.. nothing in this Act contained shall authorise the 
detention in any workhouse of any dangerous Lunatic, insane Person, 
or Idiot for any longer period than 14- days; and every Person wilfully
detaining in any Workhouse any such Lunatic, insane Person or Idiot
i 5for more-than 14 days shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanour**^
1 Select Committee of 1827: See Jones K*, Lunacy^ Law and Conscience
(London 1933)» PP 133-4-.
2 The Madhouse Act: 9 George IV, c 4-1*
3 The County Asylums Act: 9 George IV, c 40.
4- Lewis Phillips* experiences in Bethnal Green Asylum: Jones J.,
Lunacy, Law and Conscience, pp 14-7-8.
3 4- and 3 William IV, c 76, s 4-3*
However, the Assistant Poor Law Commissioners® visits brought to
light the miserable condition of many lunatics v/ho were unfortunate
enough to be living in workhouses. In 1838, it was suggested to
the Select Committee on the Further Amendment of the Poor Law that
the Poor Law Commissioners should be empowered to unite several
unions for the purpose of maintaining a common lunatic asylum
2
distinct from the-county asylums. However, the Select Committee 
made no such recommendation and the boards of guardians were left 
with four alternatives: persons of unsound mind could be lodged in 
either private madhouses, county asylums (when they existed), workhouse 
wards or with friends and relatives. Immediately prior to the opening 
of the Surrey Lunatic Asylum in 184-1 Surrey*s pauper lunatics were 
distributed as follows:
Males Females Total Percentage
In Peckham House Asylum 61 113 176 4-8.1
In Hoxton Asylum 27 36 63 17*2
In Bethnal Green Asylum 27 33 60 16.4-
In Bethlem Hospital, St. 
Luke*s Hospital and 
private asylums 13 8 21 3*7
In workhouses 12 14- 26 7*1
With friends 7 13 20 3*3
TOTAL 14-7 219 366 100.0 5
1 See Reports of Assistant Commissioners Mott, Weale and Gilbert in 
First and Second Annual Peports of the PLCs (1833 and 1836).
2 Eodgkinson R.v op. cit., pp 178-9*
3 Sir Alexander Morisonfs Report, the First Annual Report of the 
Visiting Justices of the Surrey Lunatic Asylum (London 1843)* P 23. 
Hereafter referred to as the AR of the VJ of the SLA.
Surrey’s first county asylum for paupers was opened on 14-th June, 
184-1 on the Springfield estate between Wandsworth and Tooting. It 
was built in the Tudor style of architecture at a cost of £83,386 19s 6d 
and was capable of accommodating 330 patients. At first the Surrey 
Boards of Guardians were reluctant to make use of its facilities as 
they like many others vehemently objected to the high cost of maintain­
ing lunatic paupers in county asylums. During their first year, the 
Surrey Lunatic Asylum charged 14-s per patient per week which was 
just SIS much as Peckham House and the other local licensed madhouses 
required. This was a great disincentive as the cost of maintaining
such a patient in the workhouse only amounted to 2s 6d or 3s 6d a 
2week.- However, in spite of this, most Surrey lunatics were transferred 
from licensed houses to the county asylum in the course of 184-1:
TABLE XLVI: The Date at which Pauper Lunatics were
Transferred from Licensed Houses to 
the Surrey Lunatic Asylum
UNION DATE OF TRANSFER
Chertsey 
Dorking 
Epsom 1 
Faraham 
Godstone 
Guildford 
Reigate 
Richmond
1 KRO BG2/II/2, p 26 - 22 December 184-2.
2 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 179; Rhodes Boyson reports that the
Lancashire Guardians had to be compelled to transfer their lunatics
to the county asylum as the maintenance costs of a lunatic in the
workhouse was only 3s p.w. as compared with 9s p.w. in an asylum: 
Boyson R., The Treatment of Paupers in the Workhouse in North-east 
Lancashire, p 34-.
1844
184-1
184-1
1846
184-1
184-1
1846
l8*f1
Chertsey and Reigate Guardians’ initial reluctance to transfer their 
lunatics was probably due to the asylum’s high fees. However, these 
were lowered to 8s per head in 184-3 and this, coupled with a polite 
letter from the Poor Law Commissioners reminding the guardians of the 
necessity of sending all paupers of unsound mind to an asylum, seems
to have persuaded the Chertsey Guardians to transfer their lunatics
- 1from Bethnal Green and Hoxton to the county asylum. Reigate Guardians
gave no reason for their tardiness in following suit in either their
minutes or their correspondence with the central authority and did not
transfer their lunatics to the county institutions until 1846.
Farnham Guardians transferred their insane patients to the county
3asylum shortly after the formation of their union in 1846.
The most serious consequence of the guardians* reluctance to
send persons of unsound mind to the county asylum in the early stages
of their illness was to condemn them to permanent insanity. The
Lunacy Commissioners quickly voiced their fears on the matter:
’We inquired at the asylum if any steps had been taken by 
visiting magistrates to secure recent cases being sent 
there (Wandsworth), but we were informed that no measures 'i; 
had been adopted for that purpose;:and \^e fear that the 
condition of the county of Surrey, with an excellent 
asylum, will soon, as regards the cure of the insane 
poor,Jbe similar to that of the county of Middlesex, 
unless patients be sent to the asylum in an early period
of their disorder, and some plan devised for disposing
of such of the incurable cases as it may be necessary in 
that event to remove.’^ -
This was a well nigh universal problem. Officially, the Poor Law 
Commissioners were opposed to the retention of lunatics within work­
houses: ’The Commissioners think, as a rule, that the workhouse is not
1 KEO- BG1/11/5 ? P 233 - 22 October 1844-. . . . *
2 KRO BG9/11/4-, p 40 - 3 February 1846.
3 In 1833, the guardians of Ash, a small Gilbert Union, refused to
agree to dissolution: 2 PLCs (1836), p 326.
-4 Granville J. M., The Care and Cure of the Insane being the Reports
of the Lancet Commission on Lunatic Asylums, 1873-6-7, for
Middlesex, the City of London and Surrey (London 1877), Vol. I, 
p 219*
the proper place for lunatic paupers* 9 George IV, c *f0, s 38 pointed
v
out the course which ought to be taken • »••• viz, by causing them to
'I
be conveyed to an asylum or licensed house* 1 Nevertheless, there 
were still h^oSO pauper lunatics lodged in workhouses in 184-5*
In l8*f2 Lord Ashley and Thomas Wakley passed an act^ which 
divided England and Wales into convenient districts for two 
itinerant Lunacy Commissioners to visit* As a result, the Poor Law 
Commissioners received much more accurate information about the 
condition of pauper-lunatics* In 18**4, they announced *We are deeply 
convinced that paupers of unsound mind should, where there is a 
chance of cure, be sent to an asylum as soon as possible after the
if.
commencement of the malady.* The Lunacy Commissioners reported that 
in many areas *it had been the custom ..... not to send a patient to 
the asylum until he had become, either from dirty habits or dangerous 
propensities, unmanageable in a workhouse or in lodgings.* In Surrey, 
they found that-some patients were not sent to the asylum until they
c
were dying. The Poor Law Commissioners circularized all boards of 
guardians, pointing out *the extreme importance of suffering no 
motive of economy to deter the Guardians from sending pauper patients
to an asylum where they might receive proper treatment as early as
6 ' 
possible.* The Commissioners in Lunacy drew the attention of the
boards of guardians to individual paupers whom they thought needed
specialist treatment. In 18^2, 115 such cases were brought to their
attention and in l8^3f 137* However only 35 out of the total of 252
7were sent to asylums. Relations between the Lunacy Commissioners and
1 -Official Circulars of the Poor Law Commissioners, Vol. Ill, p 4-9: 
the PLCs to Chesterton Union, 1*1- July l8*f2.
2 11 PLCs- (1845) , pp 186-7.
3 5 and 6 Victoria, c 57*
b  10 PLCs ( 1 8 W  , pp 223-^.
5 Ibid.
6 Instructional Letter of 5th February, 18*1-2 in 8 PLCs (l8*f2), p 111*
7 Hodgkinson R», op. cit., p 180.
the boards of guardians remained strained until l87*f when a grant-in-
aid was introduced; four shillings per week being paid from the
consolidated fund for every pauper maintained in an asylum. This
largely overcame the guardians1 reluctance to send insane paupers to
asylums for treatment. Significantly, this was the first time that
1the state took financial responsibility in this field.
Within two years of its foundation, it was realised that the 
Surrey Lunatic Asylum was too small to satisfy the county’s demand for
beds -and the Visiting Committee was forced to provide a further *f00
2 3
beds by extending the female wards in 1843 and the male wards in l8*f5»
Even when these extensions were open, the medical staff still could-not
accept many of the paupers who required treatment. In l8*f7, the
Visiting Committee rejected a proposal that a new asylum should be
built,, arguing that ’an extension of the present building would be
less-expensive, and, in every respect, preferable to the erection of a
b . .separate asylum.* The Commissioners in Lunacy reluctantly accepted 
the plan but insisted that a second medical officer should be appointed
5and that the new building should be solely used to house chronic cases. 
Separate wings were built and opened in November l8*f8 for male and in 
l8*f9 for female patients. These extensions provided accommodation for
a further *fOO patients, : bringing the total population of the asylum in
■ ' 6 
the autumn of l8*f9 to 8*f1.
A further dramatic increase in the number of candidates for 
admission led to the establishment of a special committee in 1850 
which reported-that ’since the asylum has been opened and the 
advantages it affords to lunatics have become known and recognised 
throughout the county, many poor insane persons, long previously 
neglected at home, have been brought-under the notice of the parish
1 Jones K., Lunacy, Law and Conscience, p 197*
2 Report of the VJ of the SLA (l8*f5)» p 6.
3 Ibid.
b  Resolutions-of-the VJs of the SLA to the Court of General Quarter 
Sessions, 6 April l8*f7 (London l8*f8), p 8.
5 Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. I, p 223*
6 Report of the VJs of the SLA, 3 April l8*f9, p 6,
officers, and readily acknowledged to be suitable for admission 
into the asylum and a participation in that judicious care and kind
moral treatment which it is the rule of the establishment to extend
1 .to all its patients*1 Similar trends manifested themselves in
Middlesex where Harwell Asylum trebled its patient capacity to more 
than 900 between 1831 and 1846 but still failed to keep up with the 
rapidly growing number of pauper lunatics* Indeed, in 18.52, no less 
than ^,107 pauper lunatics were maintained by outdoor relief in 
England and Wales^ while in 1859 4-, 892 lived with friends and relatives
if
and another 7,963 resided in workhouses* The situation continued to
deteriorate throughout the period: in 1871 there were still 6,199
pauper lunatics lodged with relatives ana friends and 11,2^ f3 more
5'living in workhouses*
While the size of the problem facing the county asylum continued
to increase, there was no improvement in the attitude of the Surrey
Guardians towards-pauper lunatics. In 1852, the Committee of Visitors
reported that .during the (previous year, *The number of deaths was
considerable, and must necessarily remain so, so long as parish officers
continue, as some have done, to send patients to the Asylum in the. last
stages of bodily infirmity, and whose recovery no hope whatever can
reasonably be entertained - several such, cases have died very shortly
after their arrival, and their removal to the Asylum must have occasioned-
6them much suffering. Once again, this was a fairly general problem 
which prompted the Poor Law Board to send out a circular letter in 1857
1 Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. I, p 22k»
2 Hunter P..,and Macalpine I., Psychiatry for the Poor: A History of
Colney Hatch (London 197*0 * P 11*
.3 5 PLB (1832), pp 7, 152.
h 12 PLB (1859-60), p 17.
5 23 PLB (1870-1), p xxiii.
6 AE of the VJ of the SLA, April 1852, p 7*
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calling upon boards of guardians and workhouse officers to exercise
1greater care in the movement of lunatics. In spite of the central
authority's efforts, boards of guardians did little to expedite the
removal of recent potentially curable cases of mental illness to the
county asylum. As late as 1869, the Medical Superintendent of the
Surrey Lunatic Asylum at Wandsworth complained of fthe obvious evil
of sending to the Asylum patients who, at the time of their removal,
are in a dying condition. During the last year no less than six were
2admitted who- survived their removal only a few days,* Table XLVII 
shows that no less than 3^*1 per cent of all deaths in the Surrey 
Lunatic Asylum-between 184-1 and I87I took place within six months 
of patients beingiadmitted to the institution,
■2
An act of 1833 repealed all previous legislation dealing with 
pauper lunatics including 8 and 9 Victoria c 120 and ordered county 
justices to provide accommodation for chronic cases. The Surrey 
Justices did little to implement this clause although they regretted 
that *their expectations as to the sufficiency of the Asylum for the 
requirements of the County have not been realised, 1 In the event, 
two more dormitories were-erected to~ house 32 female and 40 male : 
lunatics* The continuing pressure for beds seems to have led to a 
greater willingness on-the part of the medical staff to let •cured* 
patients return to normal life outside the institution. Certainly, 
there was a noticeable increase in the-number of readmissions during 
the 1830s as compared with the l840s and the 1860s even though the 
number of readmissions declined in proportion to the total size of the
1 Circular Letter, 27 February 1837 in 10 PLB (1837), p 34-.
2 AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1870, p 7*
3 16 and 17 Victoria, c 97*
k AR of the-VJ-of the SLA, April 1833, p 6.
TABLE XLVIII: Readmittance of Relapsed Patients to the Surrey 
Lunatic Asylum Between l84l and 1871
Date Ay . No. of Relapsed Av. Total No. of Percentage of
Cases Returned Lunatics Under Relapsed Patients
to Asylum Treatment
184-1-3 7 4-21 1.7
1846-30 16 648 2.3
1831-3 36 1,200 ' ‘ 4.7
1836-60 29 1,162 2.3
1861-3 10 1,04-3 1.0
1866-70 11 1,077 1.0
1871 16 1,134 1.4
resident population. This seems to have worried the Visiting 
Justices who drew.up an analysis of readmissions between 18^ -1 and 
1853s2
Times Readmitted
Once 
Twice
Three Times 
Four Times
Dr* Diamond, the medical superintendent, argued that many of the re­
admissions had been for what-he considered to be trivial reasons,such 
' 3
-as 9troublesom£behaviour9. However, readmissions hardly affected the
constant upward trend of applications; places were in such short supply
by April 1855 that the Committee of Visiting Justices was forced to
consider a suggestion that 9all the patients that are quite harmless
and inoffensive, though still of unsound mind, of whom there are a
A
considerable number in the asylum be removed to their parishes.9 
Even though they were warned that 9Patients, who under the liberal, 
and gentle treatment they experience in the asylum, are quiet and
tractable, are not necessarily so under the stricter regulations of
■ 5 ■
a workhouse,9^  they went on to implement the scheme. However, the
Visiting Justices had to admit in their 1857 report that the experiment
had not been a success.^
The accommodation problem reached crisis proportions in 1858 when
the Visiting Justices submitted the following^.analysis of the county9s
7
pauper lunatic-population to the General Court of Quarter Sessions.
1 See Table XLVIII.
2 AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 185 ,^ p 7*
3 Ibid, p 8.
AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1855* P 8.
3 ibia. . ’ • ■
6 AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1857* P 7*
7 AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1859? P 39*
Males Females
?k 8k
20 1k
5 10
2 1
*0n the 1st of January 1838:
In the'asylum, belonging to parishes in the county .. ..
Ditto Ditto out of the Ditto ..
Ditto being county patients ..
76
325
83
1,430 *
In spite of what the-Visiting.Justices regarded as prodigious efforts 
only 66,6 per cent of the county*s pauper lunatics were living in the 
county' asylum; while 33*4 per cent were housed at considerable expense 
in licensed houses (3»3 per cent), workhouses (22*7 per cent) and private 
homes (3*4 per cent).
Shortly after his appointment as Chief Resident Physician in 1838,
~ Dr. -Meyer criticised-the:: state = of the institution: *The asylum is very
overcrowded, and the general health of the inmates is considerably
below par. I cannot but connect these two facts; I believe that the
low standard of health so perceptible in the patients, is partly
dependent upon the crowded state of the-dormitories, in lvhich they
1pass ten hours out of the twenty-four throughout the year.*
Later, in his i860 report, Dr. Meyer suggested that the authorities 
could deal with the problem presented by the ever increasing demand for 
beds in one of two ways: *They may build three asylums, each to contain 
300 patients, each-asylum having its:.medical superintendent and assistant 
medical officer, its steward, office, and staff of mechanics; probably, 
also,__its own committee of visitors with their own clerk. Or they may
In licensed houses 
In. workhouses 
Residing with , friends
819
23
104
946
1 Dr. Meyer*s Report, 31 December 1838 in the AR of the VJ of the 
SLA, April 1839, p 20.
erect suitable buildings for 1,5°° lunatics on one site, though not
1in one block s
By 1862, the accommodation problem had again reached crisis
2proportions. On 1st January, 1862, there were:
In the Surrey County Asylum • • . . • • 909 persons of unsound mind
In other county asylums •• .. .. .. 8 persons of unsound mind
In licensed houses .. • • *♦ .* . . persons of unsound mind
In workhouses .. .» *• • • *• *r39 persons of unsound mind
Residing with friends' .. • • .. .. 119 persons of unsound mind
Total number of pauper lunatics • • ,-.1,815
The situation had deteriorated alarmingly since 1838 when the county 
asylum accommodated 66.2 per cent of the county*s pauper lunatics; 
now, it could .only cater for 90*1 per cent* Because of the great 
increase in lunacy and the failure of the Visiting Justices1 building 
programme to keep pace with it, 3^. (19 per cent) of the county* s
pauper lunatics had to be maintained in licensed houses compared with
76 (9*3 per cent) in 1898... Similarly, the number, of paupers of 
unsound mind in the county*s workhouses had risen from 329 or 22*7 
per cent to ^39 or ?.b*2 per cent.
Because of the growing pressure on the county asylums, the
Lunacy Acts Amendment Act of 18623 authorised boards of guardians to 
arrange for the maintenance of chronic lunatics in general mixed 
workhouses; however, the act was never implemented. One at least of 
the Surrey Unions~had been anxiously-awaiting the passage of this act: 
Guildford Guardians believed that part of their workhouse -.could be 
converted into a-second county asylum. Although the Commissioners in
1 Dr. Meyer*s. Report, 29 December i860 in the AR of the VJ of the
SLA, April 1861, pp 20-1.
.2 The AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1862, pp 10-11.
3 29 and.2b Victoria, c 111, secs 8, 20, 31*
4- Guildford Union to the Cils: PRO MH12 12339/7006/21 February 1861.
1Lunacy had promised to give the scheme their full attention, they
made it clear that there was little chance that the plan would receive
their support* Refusing to be discouraged, the guardians petitioned
the Justices of Quarter Sessions in 1861 but with no greater success.
The scheme was revived in 1866* Once again, the Poor Law Board
1,
showed little interest^ so the guardians tried their luck with the
Commissioners in Lunacy invoking the relevant clauses of 25 and 26 
5Victoria, c 111, only to be informed that such applications could
6only-originate with the Visiting Committee of the county asylum.
The Guildford Guardians accepted this verdict and made no further 
representations on the matter.
In the meantime however, the Medical Superintendent of the Surrey 
Lunatic Asylum, Dr. Biggs, was compelled in 1862 to revive the 1855 
scheme when he found himself bereft of any other means of providing 
space for recent cases of mental illness while waiting for the new 
county asylum at Brookwood and the new extensions at Wandsworth to be 
opened.*  ^ In 1869, the Middlesex magistrates were forced to institute 
a similar scheme for exchanging harmless incurables in their asylums 
for early and disturbed cases in the workhouses*^
However such-schemes could only offer the most temporary of 
solutions to the accommodation problem. Reluctantly, the Surrey 
magistrates decided to build a second county asylum at Brookwood near 
Woking, to hold an-additional 65O lunatics while Wandsworth was to be
1
2 •
. rr 2
k
5
6
7
8
The Oils'to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12339/7006/1 March 1861.
KRO BG6/1:1/1^, p 21 - 30 March 1861.
KRO BG6/11/16, p 5 - 1^ July 1861 and Guildford Union to the." pLB: 
PRO MH12 123^/3^99^27 August ,1866.
The PLB to-Guildford Union: PRO M312. 1 2 3 W 3 zf99^/17 September 1866.
KRO EG6/11/16, p 178 - 21 September 1867 and PRO MH12 123^1/37781/ 
22 September-1866.
The Oils to Guilford Union: PRO MH12 123^-1/37781/2^ September 1866.
Dr. Bigg!s report, December 1863 in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, 
April 186^, p 18.
Hunter R. :and Macalpine I., op. cit., p h*?*.
extended yet again to provide an extra 660 places. Thirty more acres
of ground adjoining the existing asylum atWandsworth were purchased
for this purpose. At the same time considerable additions and
improvements were made to the old buildings: boarded floors were
substituted for stone and asphalt in every part of the asylum; a
more effective ventilation system was installed, the number of single
rooms was greatly increased and another 4-6 beds added at a cost of 
1about £*f,000.
In spite of these improvements, the Lancet Commissioners were not
impressed by the asylums on their visit in 187 .^ They considered
the buildings to be ill adapted for an institution attempting the
2work of a fhospital*. Its wards were ‘crowded with excitable cases,
■ . 3which cannot be effectively treated within its walls.1 They criticised
the placing of the ‘recent* potentially curable cases in the old
4-buildings and the ‘quiet cases* m  the new ones. Finally, they
recommended that Wandsworth Asylum should become a hospital for
chronic and incurable cases while recent cases should be treated at
Brookwood where the new buildings were ‘marvels of cheapness and 
5efficiency.*
Brookwood Asylum was opened on 17th June, 1867. Originally, the 
Surrey magistrates had intended that it should become a hospital 
devoted to the treatment of recent cases of mental illness, but such 
was the demand for . beds in 1866 with ^77 pauper lunatics in licensed 
houses and 57^ more in workhouses that they scrapped their plan and
1 Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. I, pp 206-1*f.
2 Ibid, p 207. . ,
3 Ibid.
4 Ibid, p 208.
5 Ibid, pp 208-9.
1used Brookwood as little more than an overflow for Wandsworth* The 
Visiting Justices reported sorrowfully that as *the principal bulk 
of the patients have been transferred from other Asylums, where many 
have been voider treatment for a long period, it is scarcely to be 
wondered at, however much it may be deplored, that the great majority 
of the cases are of the incurable class, and in not more than 3 P©**
2
cent of the whole number is there any reasonable prospect of recovery**
The original/population of the Brookwood asylum was transferred from
3
the following institutions:
From County Asylums:
Wandsworth 99
Sussex 2
Hanwell 2
103
From Licensed Houses:
Hoxton 33
Bethnal Green 27
Peckham 8
■ Camberwell .■ k ,: '// — / . r . _'. / - - /-; •/
Fisherton 1
73
From-Workhouses and 
Private Residences: 29
Total:- 203
In the course of 1867-8 Brookwood-admitted another 122 patients^ and in
c
1868 109 so that/by the end of that year it had a total of 4-72 patients* 
The newcomers were mostly drawn from, licensed houses where maintenance
1 Granville J.-M. , op* cit., Vol. i, p 3* •
2 Ms AR of the-VJ of the SLA at Brookwood, 13 October 1867, n.p.n.
3 Ibid*
4 Ms AR of the VJ of the SLA at Brookwood, 1868, n.p.n
3 Ms AR of the VJ of the SLA at Brookwood, 1869, n.p.n.
-J
fees_ ; . of 17s 6d were being charged. Such was the demand that the 
county authorities were already considering the erection of a third 
county asylum* Dr. Bushfield, the medical superintendent of 
Brookwood, claimed that the proportion of insane to sane persons in 
Surrey was rising and quoted the following statistics to prove his 
point:
No. ofYear 1 rr- —  lunatics
-1853 1,202
1853-60 1,664
1860-67 2,212
1867-74- 3,254-
From this, Dr. Bushfield deduced that the need for a new asylum would
•crop up about every seven years, at the present rate of increase of
2
insanity in Surrey.*
; In their first report .the Visiting Justices of Brookwood Asylum 
expressed the fear that the asylum would cease to be *an hospital 
for the treatment of the recent and curable class of insane* and 
become 1a mere refuge or house of detention for a mass of hopeless 
and incurable cases#* By 1871 this was exactly what Brookwood had
become* In that year, the 2,53$ Surrey people suffering from mental
disease were catered for in the following ways: >
* • .. 94-9
.. .. 633
.. .. 110
. . . .  285
In the County Asylum, Wandsworth •
In the County Asylum, Brookwood •
In Government or other County Asylums 
In licensed houses .. •• •• .
Increase ,
Av. annualin no. of 
patients increase
462 66
348 82
1,042 149
1 Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. i, p 6
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid, pp 7-8.
In the Metropolitan.District Asylum, Caterham .* . # 137. (5.4%)
In workhouses #«. • » .» • » •• .. .. • • 309 (2»1%)
A comparison of these statistics with those of 1862 gives some idea
of the progress made during the *sixties# In 1862, only 50*5 per
cent of the pauper lunatic population had been accommodated in county
asylums.-while in 187I these accounted for 71*6 per cent# Licensed
houses catered for only 11*1 per cent instead of 19 per cent; 12*1 per
cent instead of 24#2 per cent, resided in workhouses; while 5*2 per
cent rather than 6 .3 per cent were staying with friends or relatives#
In spite of the/undoubted improvement in the county asylums* ability
to meet the* constantly increasing demand for beds, it was obvious in
1871 that the Surrey Justices had only bought themselves a breathing
space# Yet more buildings would be necessary in the near future if
the established trends continued, as indeed they did# By 1874,
2Wandsworth was treating 1,233 and Brookwood 812 patients#
These trends were by no means peculiar to Surrey# In spite of
the massive size and further extension of Hanwell Asylum, the
Middlesex magistrates'were forced by the-enormous increase in lunacy
to open Colney Hatch Asylum to serve the east end of the county in
July 1851* Although at the time it was the largest and most modern
asylum in Europe, it too became seriously overcrowded and had in
-addition huge.waiting lists. The asylum was substantially enlarged in
1857-59. 70° new beds were provided by modernising old wards, turning
-unused rooms into rdormitories and building several new one- and three-
4storey .blocks at a cost of £105,000. Although they were able to
1 AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1872, p 61.
2 Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. ii, pp 244, 66.
3 Hunter R. and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 29*
4 Ibid, pp 47-48.
Residing with friends ** .. #•
Total number of persons of unsound mind
.# 133 (5*2%)
*• 2,338 (100.0%) ^
relieve the pressure by sending nearly 500 longstay patients to the
Leavesden (Hertfordshire) and Caterham (Surrey) Imbecile Asylums
1 2 in 1871 * they were compelled to receive 970 new cases in exchange.
This manoeuvre proved to be a mere palliative instead of the solution
to the problem and another asylum had to be opened at Banstead in
Surrey in 1877 to relieve the pressure on Hanwell and Colney Hatch.
Within a few years, the magistrates were planning a fourth asylum at
Ciaybury in Essex which was opened in 1893-
In the provinces, county asylums experienced similar pressures. 
Hampshire Lunatic Asylum, opened in 185 -^, exceeded its recommended
* /j.
total population of hOO in. 1857* Like the Surrey magistrates, the
Hampshire Justices had to authorise an almost continuous building
programme to try and meet the increasing demand for beds. By 187^,
the Committee of Visitors had to admit that the only solution was to
5build a massive extension.
(ii) Staffing
. When .the Surrey.Lunatic Asylum was opened in 18^ 1', the Visiting 
Justices placed its administration in the hands of Dr. Quick, the 
medical superintendent, Mrs. Wiskard, the matron, and Mr. Bridgland, 
the chaplain.^ In addition, nine male and nine female nurses were 
appointed. The dominant figure, however, was Sir Alexander Morison, 
the Visiting Physician, a man of varied experience, who acted in a 
similar capacity at Hanwell Asylum from 1832 onwards, and at Bethlem 
Hospital ^ between 1835 and 1853 where he introduced the first formal 
courses in the treatment of the mentally ill for medical students.
1 Opened b3r the-Metropolitan Asylums Board.
2 Hunter. R.-and. Macalpine, I., op. cit., p 56.
3 Ibid.
4- Hampshire Lunatic Asylum Visitors Book, Vol. A2, p 126.
5 H.L.A. Visitors Book, Vol. B, p 216.
6 Hunter R. and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 37*
Like Sir William Ellis, the Medical Superintendent of Hanwell between
1831 and 1837, he believed that each ward only needed one sane
person at its head as all the routine work could be done by the
patients as part of their treatment. As soon as the asylum opened
Sir Alexander organised a series of lectures to apprise the nursing
1staff of his beliefs for as John Conolly of Hanwell remarked ’no 
subject connected with the management of the insane • •••• has received 
less adequate attention than the selection of proper attendants, their 
proper treatment, their just government, and their instruction in the 
various and peculiar, and exhausting duties which necessarily devolve
p
upon them.* The eighteen Surrey asylum nurses were the first in the
-3
country to receive formal psychiatric instruction. As yet, there
was no career structure or system for the professional training and
qualification of mental nurses. Numbers were few, conditions harsh
and wages low, ’considerably below that which is required by ordinary
servants in gentlemen’s families’ as the Commissioners in Lunacy
Zj.
observed in their 1839 Report. However, although Sir Alexander had 
some success in indoctrinating the nursing staff in his philosophy of
5
treatment and principles of behaviour, he had more difficulty 
convincing the Visiting Justices that the asylum required more staff, 
especially night nurses. Until l8^ f6, the organisation of ’night 
watching was particularly primitive, only a skeleton staff being 
maintained which perambulated around the wards in small groups during 
the night while their more fortunate colleagues slept in rooms, next
1 Sir A. Morison’s Report, September 1844, in AR of the VJ of the SLA, 
April 18^ 3» P 25•
2 Conolly, J., The Construction and Government of Lunatic Asylums and 
Hospitals for the Insane; (London 18^ 7), p 83»
3 Parry-Jones V/. H., The Trade in Lunacy; A Study of Private 
Madhouses in England in the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Centuries
k Hunter R. and Macalpine I., op. cit., pp 88-9.
3 Sir A. Morison’s Report, September l8*f3 in the AR of the VJ of the
SLA, April l8¥f, p 23*
door to their wards*, In l8 f^6 , the first specialist night nurse was
-1
appointed to serve in the female department of the asylum.
Sir Alexander Morison had even less success when he tried to
convince the Visiting Justices of the desirability of making Surrey
Lunatic Asylum a teaching hospital for medical students wishing to
specialise in the study and, treatment of the insane.After careful
consideration he was allowed to introduce just two of his students
2into the asylum at any one time* As K. Jones has observed, many
3hopes were dashed by the Visiting Magistrates* intransigence.
The role.of the medical..superintendent was an onerous one: he 
was expected to examine every incoming patient with a view to 
recommending the best treatment to alleviate his condition; he had 
to attend to all certificates of admission and discharge and send 
copies of each to the Commissioners in Lunacy; he was required to 
keep the various registers personally as well as composing weekly 
reports; in addition, he kept a case-book containing a detailed 
history of each patient; when deaths occurred, he had to perform a 
thorough post-mortem examination to discover not only the cause of 
death but to study the condition of the body to further the under-
kstanding of the physical bases of mental illness# Mr. Hill replaced
5Dr. Quick in 18*1-3* Then, in 1846, Mr. Hill retired and was succeeded
6as senior medical officer by Robert Holland* The asylum*s rapid 
increase in size necessitated its division in 18A8 into male and 
female departments each with its own separate superintendent; Mr. 
Holland and Charles Snape were placed in charge of the male and female 
departments.^ In 18A-9, Holland resigned and was replaced by Hugh
1 Sir A. Morison*s Report, 7 April 18A6 in the AR of the VJ of the 
SLA, April l8*f6 , p 6.
2 Sir A. Morison’s Report, September l8*f3 in the AR of the VJ of the 
SLA, April l8*f*f, p 23*
3 Jones K., Mental Health and Social Policy, l8*f5-1959 (London 1960),
pp 9-10.
k Hunter R. and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 72.
5 AR of the VJs of SLA, April l8¥f, p 8. ,
6 AR of the VJs of the SLA, April 18*f6 , p 7.
7 AR of the VJs of the SLA, April 1849, p 6.
1
Welch Diamond. While changes were taking place amongst the resident
medical staff, the continuing presence of Sir Alexander Morison, the
Visiting Physician, ensured a continuity ofphilosophy and treatment.
. 2However, when he resigned his post in 1835 the two medical super­
intendents were placed in complete charge of the asylum.
An important step forward was taken in 1838 when Mr. Diamond
resigned and was replaced by Dr. Meyer as Chief Resident Physician
3with greatly increased powers. Perhaps this was an indication, as 
J. M. Granville suggested, that the Surrey magistrates were no longer 
so 1 strongly imbued with the same notion of lay competency to treat
4-insanity,* for they declared that ‘Under the committee of visitors, 
he has control over all the other officers and the servants in every­
thing pertaining to the maintenance, care, occupation, and amusement 
of the.patients; and subject to the rules of the asylum, he will be 
held responsible for the management, the condition, and the general 
arrangements of the establishments.*^ He was to be assisted by the 
two resident medical officers.
During the same period, the asylum*s nursing service was slow to
6improve. It is true that an assistant matron was appointed in 184$ 
and that the Visiting Justices were quicker to accept the idea of 
female officers nursing male patients than their Middlesex colleagues. 
In 1858, the Commissioners in Lunacy recommended that ‘female nurses
n
also be engaged for the male sick and infirm patients.*( By i860, the
1 AR of the VJs of the SLA, April 184-9, p 12.
2 AR of the VJs of the SLA, April 1835» PP 7-8.
3 AR of the VJs of the SLA, April 1859* PP 7-8.
4- Granville J. M., op... cit., Vol. I, p 216.
5 AR of the VJs of the SLA, April 1839* p 7*
6 AR of the VJs of the SLA, 3 April 184-9, p 7*
7 Report of the Commissioners in Lunacy included in the AR of the VJs 
of the SLA, 1838, Vol. II, pp 10-12.
asylum employed 30 female nurses and there was one attendant to every 
seventeen patients* When the Commissioners in Lunacy offered the 
same advice to the Visiting Justices of Colney Hatch Asylum in 1861, 
the male nurses resolutely opposed the introduction of female attend­
ants fearing that they v/ould be ousted in favour of the women who 
were paid less*^ The general standard of nursing and medical 
treatment in county-asylums was frequently attacked by Lord Shaftesbury
and.his criticisms were supported by the rest of the Commissioners in
3Lunacy whose reports constantly referred to their failings.
In 1862, Dr* Meyer resigned to become Medical Superintendent of
If.
Broadmoor Asylum and Dr* J. S. Biggs was appointed Chief Physician.
He remained in control of the asylum for the ;rest of the period
ending in 1871 and demonstrated considerable skill in handling the
problems created by the ever increasing demand for beds as well as
coping with various staff crises* During the 1860s various breaches
of the nurse's'code of conduct came to light. In 1866, a patient
died as -a result of the rough treatment he received during a forcible 
5feeding session* A post-mortem revealed that a number of ribs on
both sides of his body had been fractured and that as a consequence
his right lung had been ‘'lacerated** Following these findings, three
nursing attendants were . .dismissed and the regulations altered so
that a medical officer had-to be present whenever a patient was 
6
forcibly fed* -Later the same year, two more attendants were
suspended for alleged violence to a patient and were each tried,
7convicted and sentenced to two months* hard labour. Unfortunately,
1 AR of the VJs of the SEA, April 1861, p 9*
2 Hunter P. and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 101.
3 Jones K*, Mental Health and Social Policy (London i960), p1*f.
AR of the VJs of the SLA, 1863, p 8.
5 The AR of the VJs of the SLA, April 1867, p 17.
6 Ibid - this was a serious blow: many patients suffered from
anorexia so that tube-feeding was a common and time-consuming 
process.
7 Ibid, pp 22- 23.
TABLE L: The Number of Cures Achieved by the Medical Staff of 
Wandsworth and Brookwood Asylums
Recoveries occurring with
^  ^ A Date v. No., of patients
6 mths. 
or less
6-12
mths.
1-2
yrs.
2-3
yrs. Total
Average 
quinquennial 
percent curei
WANDSWORTH
184-1-5 326 59 38 15 3 115 7*0
18^-50 . 505 151 47 22 7 24-2 8.6
1851-5 882 ^70 15V 6V 24- 751 17*0
1856-60 943 23k 91 35 9 386. 8.2
1861-5 91V 111 45 21 8 202 4-.V
1866-70 910 122 46 31 11 221 4-.8
1871 899 57 14- 7 2 114- 12.7
TOTAL
PERCENTAGE
1,20V
59.5
4-35 
21. V
195
9*6
64-
3*2
2,031
BROOKWOOD.
1867-71 66 9 144- 49 31 V 232
PERCENTAGE 62.1 21.1 13*4- 1*7
it is impossible to discover whether these were isolated examples of 
brutality or whether they were typical of many undetected assaults 
upon patients. The nurses were certainly grossly overworked and 
frequently had to deal with violent patients who could only be over­
come by the employment of very considerable physical strength. 
Continuous repetition of such activities must have dulled the nurses* 
sensitivity towards their patients and little by little the excessive 
use of strength could become a habit. These few examples from 
Wandsworth reflect not only upon the failings of the nursing staff 
but upon the wholely inadequate medical supervision of the asylum. 
However, no more could be expected of the three doctors who had to 
supervise the treatment of 90? patients throughout 1866.
Even though Dr. Bushfield, the Medical Superintendent of Brookwood
County Asylum, chose his nursing staff with the greatest care, he
detected examples of negligence during the first two years of the
institution^ existence. In April 1868, an attendant was dismissed
1for allowing a dangerous lunatic called Samuel Eder to escape while
2a second nurse was sacked the same year for ‘culpable negligence*.
Dr. Bushfield was careful thereafter to avoid.candidates for nursing
posts who had had experience in other asylums in case, as the Lancet
Commissioners put it, they had acquired *a facile skill in deceiving
those in authority and shifting the obligations of direct personal
responsibility*. At the time of the Commissioners* visit in 1874-,
there was one nurse to every 10.5 male and to every 12.6 female 
3 'patients.
The Lancet Commissioners were particularly scathing.in :their 
1875 report on Wandsworth's medical services: *We are glad to learn 
that the medical officers willingly maintain the same supervision over 
the manner in which attendants discharge their duty to the patients
1 Ms Minutes of the Brookwood Asylum Committee, 1867-8 , p 4-1 - 
17 April 1868.
2 Ibid, p 51 - 21 August 1868.
3 Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. I, p 44-.
that would be exercised by gentlemen over the grooms that feed their
1
horses, or the keepers of their dogs and game.* Turning from
Wandsworth in particular to comment on the quality of mental nursing
generally, they continued *Everywhere attendants, we are convinced,
maltreat, abuse, and terrify patients when the backs of the medical
officers are turned* Humanity is only to be secured by watching
officials, and no man need feel himself aggrieved by being asked to
bestow that care on the poor helpless creatures entrusted to him
2
which he expends on the dogs in his kennel.*
(iii) Treatment
Throughout the period from 1841 to 1871 Wandsworth Asylum was 
a place of detention for chronic cases rather than a hospital dedicated 
to the curing of mental disease. As Sir Alexander Morison admitted in 
his 1844 report, *since the asylum was opened between 200 and 300 
recent cases of insanity have been admitted into ••••• (Bethlem and 
St. Luke*s) hospitals from the county of Surrey (because they were
3
treated free of charge) of which a large proportion have been cured.*
On the other hand, he continued *nearly 130 patients have been admitted 
into the Surrey Asylum who had either been discharged uncured from the
if
hospitals of Bethlem and St. Luke*s* or other similar institutions.
This state of affairs continued unchecked: in 1846, the Visiting
Justices reported *That of the number of Lunatics in the Asylum, there
are only thirteen of whom there is any reasonable hope of their
recovery; and the Visiting Justices have reason to believe, that of
two hundred and ninety-eight requiring admission, nearly the whole are
afflicted with those forms of the .malady which have seldom been found
5
to yield to treatment.* The criteria of curability were those which
1 The Lancet Commissioners* Report on Wandsworth Asylum, 1873,
included in Granville J.M., op. cit., Vol. I, p 210.
2 Ibid, p 211.
3 The Report of Sir A. Morison in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, 1844,
P 23.
4 Ibid. . . , . ...
5 'The AR of the VJ of the BIA, -6 April 1847,- p 6.
had been recognised in Bethlem and St. Luke*s hospitals for over a
hundred years,- namely that the patient*s illness was of recent onset,
that is that he or she had exhibited signs of mental instability for
less than twelve months, and that his or her illness did not involve
1
epilepsy or any form of paralysis. The Visiting Justices of Colney
Hatch Asylum claimed in 1837 that up to 70 par cent of such patients
2could be cured if placed under proper treatment without delay.
Most county asylums v/hich wished to develop as curative institutions
were forced to accept overwhelmingly large numbers of incurable Dong-
term patients. In this respect Wandsworth Asylum appears to have been
much worse off than many others. Between 1855, when statistics first
became-.available, and 1859, on average only 59*4 per cent of the
annual intake of new patients were deemed curable; in the period i860
to 1864, 40.7 per cent were thought to be curable, but between 1865
and 1869, the average figure plummeted downwards reaching 22*4 per
cent. Brookwood*s record was even worse: during the first five
years of its life (1867-71) its curable cases averaged only 22.4 per
cent of the new admissions. Table XLIX shows how small a proportion
of the total population of the asylum was regarded as curable. At
best in the period between 1855 aid 1871, only 5*8 per cent were so
deemed while in 1870, the percentage dropped to 1.5* Brookwood did
a little better as.befitted an entirely new and splendidly equipped
asylum during the first two years of its existence but thereafter the
percentage of curable cases declined steadily. The success-rate
achieved by the two Surrey county asylums was much lower than that
3recorded by other county and borough asylums.
1 Hunter R* and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 52
2 Ibid, p 53.
3 See Table XLIX.
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Tables XLVIIand . L’.. If. illustrate the need for speedy diagnosis
of mental disease and the immediate transfer of patients to county
asylums if cures \v’ere to be effected* During the first eight years
of Wandsworth*s existence, it received very few recent cases and
this is reflected in its poor record of cures attained* Then, between
1849 and i860, the asylum*s medical staff enjoyed a period of relative
success.as they received a reasonable number of recent cases, but as
the demand for beds increased and more and more extensions had to be
built causing discomfort to the patients who became in consequence
much mpre excitable the number of cures fell away. For the rest of
the period until 187O-I, the hospital achieved fewer cures than in the 
1
•forties*  The columns in Table L recording the number of cures
achieved and the length of time spent by the patient in the asylum
support completely the claim of Dr. Bushfield, the medical superintendent
of Brookwood, that *The probability of recovery lessens in geometrical
2progression each succeeding day that proper treatment is delayed.*
From the start the medical staff of the Surrey Lunatic Asylum
claimed to follow the most advanced contemporary thinking on the
treatment of mental disease v/hich had-'originated with Pihel of the
Bicetre in France and Tuke of the He treat at York and was carried
forward by John Conolly at Hanwell. As the Visiting Justices to
Wandsworth noted in their special return to the Epiphany Quarter
Sessions in l8Aj?: 6Much attention has likewise been given to the
cultivation of systematic habits of kindness and gentleness on the
part of the attendants towards their afflicted charges that the full
effect of moral influence in word and-deed might accompany every 
3
remedial measure.1
At- first, no restraint of any kind was allowed and violent ^
excitement was-relieved by:
1 See Table XLIX*.
2 Quoted in Granville ,J. M., op. cit., Vol. I, p 8.
3 Granville J. M., op. ci't., Vol. I,' pp 213-6*
•the abstraction of blood by leeches applied to the 
head, or by small doses of tartrate of antimony*
Laxative medicines have frequently been given v/ith 
advantage for the purpose of obtaining alternative 
as well as purgative effects* Anti-spadmodics and 
anodynes have been useful in various cases. Cold 
lotions applied to the shaved head, counter- 
irritation inducing blisters and pustules, and 
warm and shower baths, have also been extensively 
used; and strengthening diet, with tonic medicines, 
has, in numerous instances, produced the best 
effects.1^
According to J. M* Granville in 1881, Sir Alexander*s methods
p
were * eminently old-fashioned* and 1 benighted* even for the iS^ fOs.
However, it is salutory to remember'that Sir William Ellis, the eminent
Medical Superintendent of Hanwell Asylum between 1831 and 1838, had
been a convinced advocate of the enlightened use of methods of
restraint. In a treatise published in 1838, he wrote: *In all cases
where the patient begins to be ungovernable, the kindest and least
afflicting mode of proceeding, even to the patient himself, is to
procure such an overwhelming power to restrain him as to make him
3feel it is useless to resist.* When the more gifted Dr. John Conolly 
was appointed -.Medical Superintendent of Hanwell Asylum in 1839 > he 
reported that fFourteen of these (excitable) patients were almost 
always fastened in restraint chairs; twenty were almost always in a 
kind of strait-waistcoat called sleeves; several were in complicated 
restraints* and some in a chair and at the same, time in sleeves, or
hthe muff, or in leg locks.* Conolly immediately did away with all
5.
these means of restraint. However, this reform was vigorously opposed
1 Sir- Alexander Morison * s Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA,
April 18A1, p 26.
2 Granville J* M., op. cit., Vol. I, p 218.
3 Ellis, Sir W», A Treatise on the Nature, Symptoms, Causes and
Treatment of Insanity v/ith Practical Observations on Lunatic 
Asylums (London 1838), p 35* .
k  Third Report of Dr. J. Conolly to the Visiting Justices of the
Middlesex-Lunatic Asylum, 1 October 18A1, quoted in Granville J. M., 
op. cit., Vol. I, p 106.
5 -Second Report of Dr. J. Conolly to the Visiting Justices of the
-Middlesex Lunatic Asylum, October 18A0, quoted in Granville J* M., 
op* cit., Vol. I, p 108.
by some contemporary experts, like F. G. Milligen, who averred in 
18A0, *Nothing can be more absurd, speculative or peculative, than 
the attempts of theoretic visionaries, or candidates for popular 
praise, to do at/ay with all restraint**
In-spite .--of Sir Alexander Morison*s proud boast in his first 
report, the restraint system remained an important element in the 
treatment of the mentally , ill at Wandsworth* In 18V?, Sir Alexander 
stated that *it is our constant object to diminish this, both in the 
form of seclusion and-mechanical restraint, as much as safety will 
permit; of the latter, indeed, very little is employed, and that of 
the. mildest example, suchras restraining patients disposed to tear 
their clothes, or to strip themselves, by a dress made of strong 
materials, secured by the small Hanwell padlock, or by the frock used 
in Bethlem Hospital, termed a sleeve-dress, in which the sleeves are 
inside**^
Shortly after this date the system of restraint came under
violent, attack particularly from Dr. John Conolly in his Treatment
" ~ 3 '
. of the -Insane Without Mechanical Restraints, published in 1836 . ;:
However, the Visiting Justices to Wandsworth Asylum took pleasure in
18A9 in reporting that *the use of mechanical restraints and seclusion
on the male side has been during the last year, very much less than
ever previously* and flattered themselves that *by the continuance of
Ll
a judicious mode of treatment, it may admit of further diminution.*
1 -Milligen-F. G . Aphorisms on the Treatment and Management of the
Insane (London 1840),. p I06.
2 Sir Alexander Morison1s-Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, 
April 18 7^, p 13. •
3 Gardiner-Hill R., The Non-Restraint System of Treatment of Lunacy 
(London 1837)* P 184, pointed out that his predecessor as 
Physician of Lincoln Lunatic, Dr. Charlesworth, \^ as the author
of the Non-Restraint System in Britain having introduced it at 
Lincoln between-1829 and 1833; Gardiner-Hill completed his work 
between 1833 and 1838.
b AR of the VJ of the-SLA, 3 April 18A-9, pp 8-9.
Their confidence seems to have been well founded as Charles Snape, 
the medical officer in charge of the female department, was able to 
assert in 183 ,^ *1 am glad to be able to say that mechanical restraint 
is never employed in the Asylum; and that seclusion is rarely 
resorted to, except in some instances of acute mania, and then I
'I
consider it to be a very essential part of the treatment.1 However, 
this.improvement had not been accomplished without a struggle. Indeed, 
in the same year that the Visiting Justices praised the male depart­
ments success they also had to admit that ’The medical officers of 
the-establishment have found it necessary during the year to resort
to a more than ordinary amount of restraint and seclusion amongst the 
2female patients.* The increased excitement was brought about by *the
noise and confusion of the workmen employed in the erection of those
parts of the new buildings, which approximate close upon the airing
3
grounds and wards occupied by the female patients.*
The continued use of restraint at Wandsworth can be traced to
Sir Alexander Morison, who*for all his theoretical objections, still
found such methods valuable tools in the treatment of difficult . .
patients. As late as 1830, he was still drawing the Visiting
Justices* attention to * the striking benefit that in a few cases was
the consequence of restraint, both personal and by seclusion, employed
for a short period, by which the train of morbid ideas, and the
unlimited indulgence of morbid propensities appear to have been
interrupted, and reflection on surrounding objects induced in the
A
patient’s mind, followed by speedy recovery.* The final renunciation 
of restraint seems to be- associated with Sir Alexander’s retirement in 
1833. In 1836, the Visiting Justices reported that *not a single 
patient has during the year been placed under mechanical restraint, 
and.very few indeed in seclusion.*
1 Charles Snape*s Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1833# 
P 18.
2 AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 18^9, p 8.
3 Ibid,, pp 8-9.
b Sir A. Morison*s Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1830,
p 16.
3 AR of the VJ of the SLA, b April 1836, p 13.
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The advocates of non-restraint were not victorious everywhere and
Wandsworth abolished the use of such methods long before many
other asylums* Edgar Sheppard, the Medical Superintendent of Colney
Hatch’s male department between 1862 and 1881, achieved considerable
notoriety by locking up dirty and destructive patients in siderooms
’in.a-nude state* for weeks at a time where they ’slept on the floor
without either bed or pillow, being supplied only with strong quilted 
1rugs* * Violent patients were wrapped in wet sheets and restrained 
with belts, wrist straps and locked gloves* He persisted in employing 
these methods even though they were condemned by the Commissioners 
in Lunacy in 1867,. 1870 and 1871 *2
Throughout the ’sixties, Wandsworth’s staff reduced the employment 
of restraints to a minimum as Table LI shows* It is remarkable that 
there was no increase in the use of restraint in 1871 when 279 quiet, 
harmless imbeciles., were transferred to Caterham Asylum and 7^9 new, 
excitable patients were admitted to Wandsworth*
The Medical Superintendent of Brookwood Asylum was able to write 
in\l87^, ’Mechanical restraint has, not been employed since the opening 
of the asylum, and there has been no instance of seclusion since the
■2
year -1870#-! He had had to make use of seclusion for the first few
years of the asylum’s life because of the exceptional severity of some
of the cases he received and the extra excitement caused by the noise
made by the builders who were still completing the fabric* During
bthis period, seclusion was used on 70 occasions:
1 Hunter R. and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 86.
2 Ibid.
3 Dr. Bushfield*s Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA at Brookwood,
187 ,^ quoted in Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. I, p 44*
b Ibid, p b5.
TABLE LII: The Use of Seclusion in Brookwood Asylum Between 1867 and 1870
YEAR NUMBER OF NUMBER OF OCCASIONSPATIENTS SECLUSION EMPLOYED.
1867 9 ^9
1868 3 15
1869 2 b
1870 2 2
TOTAL 16 70
Dr. Bushfield told the Commissioners in Lunacy in 1870 that *special
care and treatment in the open wards is preferable in all cases of
1violent excitement to seclusion.* He felt that this not only helped 
the patient but insured that the attendants were vigilant and,* carried 
out their duties efficiently. He pioneered a new way of treating the 
over-excited patient: the lunatic was placed in an ordinary small 
room, not a padded cell, with several attendants. As his excitement 
subsided, the attendants were removed one by one. The Lancet 
Commissioners were impressed by the success of this technique which 
was taken up by other asylums.
As restraint fell into disrepute, other forms of treatment became 
more important. Hydrotherapy was very popular with many medical 
officers in English asylums: hot baths were prescribed for__melancholia 
and cold ones for mania. A Dictionary of Psychological Medicine
p
published in 1892 described no less than sixteen varieties of baths.
Certainly, hot and cold baths appear to have been used more and more
frequently at Wandsworth, not always with the hoped for results. In
1854-, a patient was badly scalded through *the culpable neglect of an
3
attendant* who placed him m  a bath full of boiling hot water. V/orse 
was to follow. On 9th April, 1856, a patient called Daniel Dolley died 
after being kept in a shower bath for 25 minutes on the orders of 
Charles Snape and then given a large dose of tartar emetic. Snape, now
1 Ibid, p b8»
2 Hunter R. and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 85.
5 AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1855, pp 6-7,
the Medical Superintendent of the Male Department, was suspended and
'I
charged vath manslaughter. Even though several expert witnesses,
pincluding John Conolly, were highly critical of Snapefs methods, the
3
bill of indictment was rejected. The Visiting Justices reported
that 'Mr. Snape*s conduct in the case in question, was. neither so
rash or injudicious as to deprive him of the confidence of the 
4Magistrates. 1 Their confidence seems to have been justified as 
Snape dealt very efficiently vath an outbreak of smallpox in the 
asylum in 1836 and there were no further complaints about his treatment 
of the asylum's patients*
In spite of occasional"tragedies, hydrotherapy remained very
popular. Edgar Sheppard, the Medical Superintendent of Colney Hatch's
Male Department, introduced the 'Turkish Bath'. By organising his
patients in relays, he found he could pass ^00 through the baths daily.
The Commissioners in Lunacy gave the process their full support in
Dr. Bushfield of Brookwood Asylum made a significant step forward by
insisting that any patient . .undergoing shower bath treatment should have
7
it explained to him and be allowed to turn on the water himself.' This 
humane treatment greatly reduced the fear experienced by many patients.
The medical staff of Wandsworth and later Brookwood asylums 
tried to keep their patients fit in body and mind by programmes of 
work, exercise and amusement. Such programmes were necessary if the 
manic were to be kept from mischief, the melancholy from brooding 
and the longstay patients from descending into apathy. As the
1 Investigation into, the death of Daniel Dolley, AR of the VJ 
the SLA, 2 April 1837 > PP 7-35*
2 Ibid, pp 21-29.
•x Ibid, p 33.
4 Ibid.
5 Ibid.
6 Hunter R. and Macalpine I., op. cit., pp 83-6.
? Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. I, pp 46-7.
TABLE LIIIs The Humber of Patients Usefully. Employed at
Wandsworth Asylum Between I841 and I87I
h Av. No# of Av. No# Av. %
av,e patients employed employed
1841-5 326 182 50.3
1846-50 505 326 63.7
1851-5 882 572 64.9
1856-60 943 533 56.4
1861-5 914 399 43.6
1866-70 910 ‘ 429 47.2
1871 899 415 46.2
Commissioners in Lunacy commented in i860: ’Every effort has been 
made to employ as large a number as possible of suitable patients on 
the farm, in the garden, in the different xirorkshops, the kitchen, the 
laundries, the wards and at needlework® A limited number of women
1have been most successfully employed in making clothes for the men**
"Table LIII shows that the medical staff achieved their best 
results in the area of patient employment during the late fforties 
and throughout most of the ’fifties* During that period, they were 
able to create a relatively favourable atmosphere in spite of the 
constant pressure for beds, but Jn the ’sixties patient morale was 
affected by the disturbances caused by the building programme and the 
movement of patients to either Brookwood or Caterham, not to mention 
the admission of long-term’cases who had been languishing in workhouses 
for some years without proper treatment*
As Dr. Tyerman of Colney Hatch :Asylum pointed out in 1833: ’The 
great desideratum is to promote *...* uninterrupted, interesting, 
varying employment, which strongly claims the attention, and leaves 
the morbid idea no time to develop itself Active occupation
of the body and mind became all the more important when the new system 
of treating patients without mechanical restraint was put into 
operation. This occupational therapy also played a valuable role in 
reducing current expenditure as the patients grew most of their food 
on the farm, did-their washing in the laundry, baked their bread and 
cooked their meals in the kitchen as well as cleaning out the x*ards 
and making clothes and even furniture. As men of almost every craft, 
trade ana even profession entered the asylum as patients, there x^ as
1 CiL’s Report included in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, i860, pp 66-71. 
Earlier descriptions were given by Sir A. Morison in his Report to 
the Visiting-Justices, Included in the AR of the VJ of the SLA,
7 April l8*f6, pp 13-15* Charles Snape’s Report in the AR of the VJ 
of the SLA,..29 December 1833, pp 1ZH-13. v
2 Hunter R. and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 37*
plenty of expertise to draw on. Indeed, such was the variety of the
male patients* talents and experience that it was often difficult to
find work of an appropriate kind with which to occupy their time.
Such difficulties only served to emphasise the importance of the
recreational facilities and the necessity of involving the patients
in this aspect of the asylum*s life. In 184-1, Sir Alexander Morison
reported that *a bowling green has been prepared and a library commenced1
2and-•draft boards and other means of amusement* had been provided.
Once again, it-was'hoped that these activities would serve to divert
*their (the patients*) minds from hurtful subjects of thought, and to
lessen or remove the monotony of confinement in their gallery or day
rooms.* Gradually,•facilities for most popular outdoor sports
4
including cricket and croquet were provided.
Another inovation, Dr. Snape*s orchestra, enjoyed the greatest 
5
success. *The effect'of the musrc on those suffering from mental, 
disease is marked and very beneficial*, reported the Visiting Justices
in l8t&. 'it soothes and tranquillizes the excited, and gives much
  .. ■. *   .. ... .6 7
satisfaction and enjoyment to all.* The band became more proficient'
and opened the way for the introduction of dancing. Dances became
8a regular feature of life at Wandsworth and provided the patients \n.th
1 See Chapter I, pp &Q-&&
2 Sir A. Morison*s Report, in. the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 184-3, 
P 5*
3 Sir A. Morison*s-Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 184-3,
- / P 23. ■ ; -  ;
4- Dr. Brigg*s Report inlrthe AR of the VJ of the SLA, 1863, p 14-.
3 .The AR. of the VJ of the SLA, 4-April 1834-, p 10.
6 Ibid$ the Colney Hatch chaplain also acted as a teacher: Hunter R.
.and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 70*
7 Charles Snape*s Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April
1836, p 14-.
8 Dr. Bigg*s Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April, 1863* 
p 14-.
an opportunity to meet members of the opposite sex in something
approaching normal conditions. Singing classes were another welcome 
1inovaiion.
Even though the medical staff were quick to provide activities 
for mild cases, it was left to the Commissioners in Lunacy to suggest 
that less capable patients should be taken out for walks in the fresh
p
air.*" This advice was immediately implemented and Dr. Biggs, the
Chief Resident Physician of the asylum, reported the following year
that parties of patients were taken for walks through the extensive
3
grounds whenever the weather permrcted.
Although a library had been started in 1841, there were many 
illiterate patients who could not take advantage of its facilities 
until the chaplain started giving reading lessons to the female 
inmates in 1 8 These were an immediate success; the Visiting: 
Justices reported that *32 females are reading in class, 3 are
h.
learning to write, and 3 are improving themselves in writing.*
Reading and writing lessons quickly became a permanent feature of 
life at Wandsworth and by. *1862 were taking.places onthree nights a 
week*^
The recreational provision at Brookwood was also excellent. The 
Lancet Commissioners admired the formal walks, games facilities and 
well ordered round of life provided by the new Surrey county asylum.
1 . Ibid. '
2 Report of the CiL in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1862, pp 10-11 
they had first asked for this in 1838 (Report of the CiL in the 
Report of the Visiting Justices of the SLA, 1839*.PP 12-1^.
3 Dr. Biggs* Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April. 1863* p 1*f. 
Report of:the AR of the VJ of the SLA, 7 April l8*f6 , p 7*
3 Dr. Biggs* Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1863, p 1^.
The patients were diverted by stage plays, concerts, ’conjuring
seances1, ’panoramas’, balls, illustrated lectures and exhibitions.
1There was also an asylum band made up of patients and staff.
Spiritual consolation was considered an essential aspect of 
moral treatment which was supposed to supplement and deepen the 
effects of medical treatment and occupational and;recreational therapy. 
Although the chaplain’s pastoral duties were mainly confined in the
case of the gravely ill ..to periodic visits, prayers and perhaps blessings
in the case of the more lucid patients it was his duty to attempt to
introduce or reconcile them to God or at least to persuade them to
attend chapel. The Visiting Justices remarked in 1846 that ’The
beneficial effects of the Chaplain’s attendance is very gratifying;
the number of vpatients who conduct themselves in an orderly, and, in
2
many instances, attentive manner, m  Chapel, is considerable.’
Gradually, the chaplain gained the trust and respect of many of the
3
patients and the number of communicants steadily increased.
J. M. Granville deprecated the fact that the later ’sixties and early 
’seventies of the nineteenth century saw a reduction in the role and 
influence of the asylum chaplain. He believed that ’Moral principles 
form the rigid framework of the mind; without the support, the stay, 
the stability they alone can give the mental organism,, it is exposed 
to external displacement and internal derangement on all sides, and is in
2f
instant peril of collapse.*
1 Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. I, p 37*
2 AR of the VJ of the SLA, 7 April,l8*f6 , p 7.
3 Report of Reverend George Stanhan, 12 February 1863 in the AR of
the VJ of the SLA, April 1864-, p 19*
4- Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. I, p 19*
Gradually, the Visiting Magistrates came to recognise the need
for light, airy and attractive wards and rooms if cures were to be
effected* Much was done to soften the austere face of Wandsworth
Asylum during the 1850s. The rooms and galleries were provided v/ith
1
armchairs, settees and tables. Later, the paintwork was brightened 
up and periodicals v/ere provided for the patients to read. The 
Commissioners in Lunacy v/ere not satisfied v/ith these initial improve­
ments and commented in 1837 * 1 There is a great want of chairs and .
2seats in the bedrooms and galleries.* • As a result, still more
furnishings were purchased and in 1859 the Commissioners declared
3themselves satisfied -with the situation for the time, being.
Just as important from the health point of view was the prevention
of overcrowding and bad ventilation. In 1859* the Commissioners in
4.
Lunacy started to press for improvements in the ventilation system.
The 1860s saw an increasing interest in the allocation of space as
doctors came to realise the dangers of infection and contagion in
overcrowded wards. Dr. Meyer, the Medical Superintendent of Wandsworth
Asylum, warned the Visiting Committee in 1861 that *the cubic space
allotted to each bed in the dormitories was insufficient, and that
should small-pox or diptheria occur in the asylum, it might spread to
an alarming extent ,;:in consequence of no provision being made for the
5separation of special cases of disease.* As a result, the Visiting
Justices decided to remove 24 beds from the male and nineteen from the
6female wards„when conditions permitted. However, no separate medical 
accommodation was provided until the 1870s v/hen a cottage hospital was
7
erected in .the asylum’s grounds for the treatment of infectious cases.
1 Charles Snape’s Report in AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1856, pp
• 14-15.
2 Report-of the CiL in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1858, pp
10- 12.
3 Report of the CiL in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April i860, pp
66-71.
k Report of the CiL in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1859, pp
12-15.
5 Dr. Meyer’s Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1862, p 8.
6 AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1863, p 6.
7 AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1871, p 7*
In spite of the improvements effected at Wandsworth during the 
late *sixties - the cold asphalt or *lava* floors were boarded, the 
heating and ventilation systems improved and more windows set into
1exterior walls - the Lancet Commissioners were still not satisfied*
*The atmosphere of the asylum is by no means satisfactory*, they
2reported, *it abounds with faint but offensive odours** The absence
3of .windows made many rooms at the back of the. buildings very gloomy*
The new Surrey County Asylum at Brookwood shone by comparison: there 
were *no high walls, massive casements, gloomy iron bars, or other 
tokens of restraint* to inspire repugnance* *The place resembles a 
cheery hamlet of almhouses, with winding paths, undulating pleasure
5gardens, well-planted shrubberies, and a picturesque detached chapel** 
The furnishings and decoration of the buildings were made as pleasant 
as possible* As the Commissioners pointed out, *Change of scene is 
generally the first condition of recovery in casesof acute insanity ••*. 
The removal from old surroundings, and severance of association with 
persons-or things, must be complete ••»*• Probably no more disastrous 
mistake can be made than the removal of a recent case of lunacy to a 
prison like etnd forbidding establishment, however admirably conducted* ** 
Although Brookwood scored over the old, largely obsolete asylum at 
Wandsworth in almost every respect, its medical superintendent, Dr* 
Bushfield, was.: still not content for as he pointed out the amount of 
space allowed to each patient at Brookwood was only 19 feet compared
n
with the customary allowance at most county asylums of 35 to 40 feet.' 
Although due to the massive influx of patients this could not be 
avoided, Dr. iBushfield reminded the Visiting Magistrates that *the 
question of space is of high importance in every public building where
1 Quoted:in Granville J* M*, op. cit., pp 206-1
2 Ibid, p 208.
3 Ibid, p 209.
k Ibid, pp 17-18.
5 Ibid*
6 Ibid, pp 18-19*
7 Ibid, p 13*
people are to be located in crowds* It is of special moment to the 
morale, the medical success, and the money value of the work accomplished 
in an institution set apart for the care and cure of the insane.1
(iv) Dietary
As Dr* Bushfield of Brookwood Asylum remarked in his first annual
report in 1868, ’Insanity is so essentially a disease of debility that,
as a necessary starting point to its successful treatment a good and -
2-generous diet is required.* This was a widely held view among
medical .staff in asylums throughout the country. Dr. Manley, the
:Medical Superintendent of Hampshire County Asylum pointed out .'that
’Acute cases of insanity ..... leave the patients in a very low and
often emaciated condition, which demands an extra amount of nutriment
3
to raise the body to a fair state of health.1
At first, the Wandsworth patients * diet was little different 
except for the size of the helpings from that of sane paupers in the
klocal workhouses. At breakfast and supper, they received a pint of
milk porridge and six ounces of bread. For dinner, they had a thick -
meat and vegetable soup on Mondays, boiled mutton, beer and vegetables
on Tuesdays and Saturdays, suet pudding and beer on Wednesdays, boiled
or roast beef and vegetables on Thursdays and Sundays, and baked rice
5
pudding on Fridays. However, ’the sick’ were dieted at the discretion 
of the medical officer. As the Visiting Magistrates came to appreciate 
the need for a richer diet, there were some improvements. In 187 ,^ the 
basic dietary consisted of breakfasts and suppers of cocoa and bread 
and butter and a greater variety of dinners: corned beef, baked stew 
(twice), fresh fish, meat pie, boiled beef and mutton being served during 
the course of the week.
1 Quoted in Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. I, p 13.
2 Quoted in Granville,-J.-M. , op. cit., Vol. I, p •
3 The Hampshire County Asylum’s Visitors Book, Vol. A2, p .1^ 0.
k See Chapter II, pp ■•13**~'165.
3 Wandsworth Dietary in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April l8*f3, p 13
6 The Lancet Commissioners* Report quoted in Granville J. M., op. cit.
Vol. I, p 2^ -9*
As usual, Brookwood surpassed the older county asylum. In
addition to the normal diet, it provided fa liberal supply of vegetables 
1and fruit.* The medical superintendent reported, that the patients
relished the occasional fish dinner and ’one of Australian meat,
2
admirably prepared.’
(v) After Care
Another area in which Wandsworth Asylum played a pioneering role
was that of after-care. As early as l8j?0, the Visiting Justices
reported that every patient requiring assistance on his recovery and
-restoration to society was granted a gratuity from a fund raised by
3donations and annual subscriptions from ’benevolent persons’. That 
year some 68 gratuities varying from-five to forty shillings were
kawarded to patients on their discharge. According to K. Jones, this 
is the first recorded example of a mental hospital taking active
. “■/ 5
steps to help its patients on their release from care. Shortly
afterwards in 1832 Hanwell and Colney Hatch instituted the Queen
6Victoria Fund for similar purposes. Under the benign leadership 
-;-of Dr. Biggs, the Chief Physician - of V/andsworth Asylum, some, tentative 
suggestions were made for helping ’cured’ patients during the all 
important period when they were trying to acclimatise to normal life 
outside the asylum. InJhis report for l86*f, Dr. Biggs pointed out 
that discharged patients had the greatest difficulty in obtaining 
employment and in consequence often had to be readmitted suffering
7
from ’mental and bodily depression’ resulting from ’utter destitution*.
He suggested that ’A moderate parochial allowance, until means of living
v/ere accessible, would in many instances obviate the necessity or
8-convenience of return to Asylum care and support.’ Such financial
1 Ibid, p 37* : v ',1'
2- \ Ibid.
3 AR of the VJ of the- SLA, April 1850, p 10.
lb AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1831, p 6.
5 Jones K., Mental Health and Social Policy 18*f5-1959 (London i960),
p 10.
6 Hunter R. and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 67*
7 Dr. Biggs’ Report in the AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1865, p 11*
8 Ibid.
TABLE LIV: The Number of Idiots as a Percentage of the Surrey
Worichouse Populations Between 18^2 and 1862 (compiled 
from figures contained in Colonel Glanville Pjgott*s 
Reports to the Poor Law Board)J -        - —........... .
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1853 4.8 14.0 12.5 3.5 1 *4 - 5.7 12.8 4.1
1854 7.3 11.6 10*4 3.5 1.6 5.2 5.5 10.5 1.8
1855 6 .2 13 .2 3.8 - 1 .2 7.0 '3.3 8.1 0 .6
1856 4.8 12.8 - 2.4 1.3 6 .5 3.5 14.4 1.1
1857 4.5
•
-- 4.6 1.3 4.7 2.7 13.1 . -
1858 8 .8 - 13.7 -- 3.3 9.3 4.7 17.0 11.2
1859 5.3 14.4 17.8 - 5.4 7 .6 9.4 18.0 3.2
1860 5.8 15.9 15.3 - 7.2 6 .6 9.8 13.1 3.6
1861 6.3 12 .2 14.7 - 9.6 5.2 8.4 - 2.3
Av. per­
centage '5.6 13.7 j 12J? 3.4 3.0 . 6.3 5.8 13.6 > 3
support was still against the principles and letter of the Poor Lav; 
and modern style after-care services did not develop in Surrey and 
Middlesex until the 1870s .^
(vi) Lunatic Inmates in the Surrey Workhouses
In spite- of all the Visiting Magistrates* efforts, many persons
of unsound mind, especially epileptics and imbeciles, remained in the
Surrey workhouses. Guardians have been accused of irresponsibly
retaining ...dangerous lunatics within their workhouses rather than pay
2the fees required by the county asylums and licensed houses. This.
does not appear to be true of the ten Surrey Boards who transferred
all their patients to specialist institutions as soon as they could.
Their main problem and that of many other boards throughout the
country was finding asylums that would accept their patients. The
Poor Lav-/ Commissioners and the Poor Law Board were .continually being
asked to recommend suitable asylums by guardians who could not find
places for their pauper lunatics. In 1844, Chertsey Guardians 6
complained that they could not place a dangerous lunatic and asked
3for the Commissioners* advice; the Commissioners informed them that
4Peckham House still had some vacancies. Sometimes, the Surrey Boards
had to send violently insane patients as far away as Fisherton House,
5near Salisbury, as all the local madhouses were full. The.dispersal
of pauper lunatics over a large area-caused considerable expense as
each union*s workhouse medical officer was required to visit all insane
6paupers to check on their health and treatment.
1 Hunter R. .and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 67.
2 Jones K.. op. cit., pp 164-5; Assistant Poor Law Commissioner 
Edward Gibson:recommended that county asylums be set up for this 
reason - Report of the Select Committee 1838, Vol. I, pp 10-11.
3 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12145/13159^/3 September 1844.
4 The PLCs to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12145/131;9^/11 September 1844.
5 KRO BG10/11/9, p 418 - 16 May 1867.
6 8 and 9 Victoria, c 126, s 55*
Many boards of guardians tended to neglect this aspect of their
work unless the central authority constantly reminded them!of their
duties* Chertsey (twice) and Guildford Guardians received such 
1 & 2reminders•
Workhouse medical officers often took exception to what they
regarded as the Commissioners in Lunacy*s interference in their work,
particularly when the latter recommended that patients they considered,
to be harmless should be transferred to asylums* Typical altercations
of this kind took place at Chertsey, Dorking and Guildford* At
Chertsey in 1858, the Commissioners in Lunacy recommended that a
lunatic called Keeley should be transferred because he was *at times'
very passionate and noisy* and occasionally bit and scratched the 
3other inmates. When the Poor Law Board discovered that the
guardians had not acted on the Commissioners* advice and wished to
if
know the reason why, they were informed that Dr. Eady, the workhouse
medical officer, did not consider Keeley *a proper object for a
5 6
lunatic asylum.* Similarly, both the Commissioners in Lunacy and
the Poor Law Inspector suggested that George Taylor of Chertsey 
should be removed to an asylum, but once again the guardians failed 
to comply as their medical officer did not believe the patient needed 
specialist care,7 At Dorking in 1857, the Commissioners in Lunacy 
declared Elizabeth Hickford and Eliza Lee to be ‘dangerous to them­
selves through helplessness and altogether unfit to remain inmates
8 9of the Workhouse,* but the guardians demurred and Eliza Lee was not
10transferred to the Surrey Lunatic Asylum until 1858. The Commissioners
1 The PLCs to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12145/12019a/20 October 1843 
and 12152/11097/4 April 1867.
2 KRO BG6/11/7, p 374 - 17 March 1849.
3 CiL to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12149/13375/12 April 1858.
4 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12149/13375/30 April 1858.
5 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12149/18470/12 May 1858.
6 CiL to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12150/31344/29 August 1862.
7 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12150/32422/10 September 1862.
8 CiL to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12223/10122/14 March 1857.
9 KRO BG2/11/6, p 73 - 19 March 1857-
10 Ibid, p 214 - 13 May 1858. . ,
found a whole series of potentially dangerous lunatics in Guildford 
1 2workhouse in 1858 and 1859 but the guardians were reluctant to 
transfer them to asylums. Eventually, the Poor Law Board had to
3
insist that the most dangerous inmate, William Jelly, was removed.
None of the Surrey workhouses possessed special wards for
accommodating pauper lunatics. They lived, ate and slept with the
ordinary inmates. This provided callous, spiteful, sane paupers with
many opportunities to mock and even bully these unfortunates. At
Reigate Union, for instance, three able-bodied men were expelled from
the workhouse for ill-treating Richard Turner, *a man of weak 
II
intellect.* Normally, the imbeciles and lunatics did the same kind
of work as the able-bodied inmates. The females did housework and
became more and more valuable from this point of view as the number
of able-bodied women in the workhouses dwindled. At Kingston workhouse,
5for example, they washed nearly all the laundry. Richard Eager, the 
Medical Officer of Guildford workhouse, remarked that one of his 
unstable lunatics, who acted as a scullion, worked *very hard from
g
early morning till late at night.* Males of unsound mind could also
7
be employed in doing simple household jobs or in faggot making, grinding
8 9 10gypsum, gardening and rather more dubiously in chopping wood.
1 CiL to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12338/19543/22 May 1858.
2 CiL to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12338/32197/4 August 1859.
3 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12338/34843/16 September 1859.
4 KRO BG9/11/4, P 58 - 31 March 1846.
5 CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 1240^/5968/23 December 1869.
6 Richard Eager to the PLB: PRO MH12 12339/3484^/30 August 1859.
7 Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12146/5140/18 February 1848.
8 Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12336/5166/18 February 1848.
9 Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 1 2373/31610/24 May 1850.
10 Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12399/49003/9 December 1864: a few were • 
shoemakers.
One of the most worrying aspects of keeping paupers of unsound 
mind in the workhouse was the lack of trained staff to look after 
them. Inadequate surveillance enabled disturbed inmates to attempt 
or commit suicide. For instance, Sarah Waters, an Epsom inmate, 
climbed the workhousefs seven foot wall at night and drowned herself 
in a nearby pond. Amazingly, the guardians decided that *no blame
'I
attached to any officer.* Harriet Mason, an inmate of Guildford
2workhouse, tried to cut her throat in 1858; and yet in spite of the
3most pressing demands of the Commissioners in Lunacy was not
transferred to an asylum. However, Godstone Guardians were forced
to agree to the removal of a dangerous epileptic to the Surrey Lunatic
Asylum after the Commissioners in Lunacy had learnt of her attempted 
if
suicide. Another attempted suicide, John Simmonds of Kingston, was
retained in the union workhouse until 1861 even though he was
5
frequently violent. Paupers of unsound mind were just as capable of
hurting themselves as other people: a Guildford imbecile, for instance,
6fell in the fire and was badly burned.
n
In his famous Report on Forty-Eight Provincial Workhouses in 1867» 
Dr. Edward Smith remarked that many apparently harmless imbeciles 
suffered acute mental disturbance and became extremely dangerous. When 
provoked, they often did a great deal of damage. Reigate Guardians had
1 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12241/21828/28 May 1858.
2 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12338/29429/12 July 1858*
3 CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/30523/24 July 1858.
4 CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/44057/7 December i860.
5 CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12397/2716/17 January 1861.
6 CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/19543/22 May 1858.
7 M& Jreport of Dr. E. Smith on Forty-Eight Provincial Workhouses: 
PRO MH33/12939/15 April 1867.
1 2to order the transfer of pauper lunatics in 1837 and 1839 after 
they had violently attacked other inmates. Occasionally, the only 
way of guaranteeing the safety of the staff and inmates was to place 
such patients under mechanical restraint: William Parker, a giant 
epileptic living in Richmond workhouse, had to be restrained in 1839
■3J
after assaulting several inmates. In 1840, the Kingston Guardians
decided to purchase straitjackets and other forms of restraint with
4which to control their excitable lunatics. Long after the opening
of the Surrey Lunatic Asylum, some dangerous lunatics like Ann
Simmonds of Epsom and Ann Nye of Hambledon were still kept under
5 Sc 6restraint in Surrey workhouses. The Commissioners in Lunacy
informed the Poor Law Board that Chertsey’s lunatics were occasionally 
7kept in ‘gloves*. However, methods of restraint were rarely used 
in the Surrey vrorkhouses compared with many London institutions.
According to Ruth Hodgkinson, restraints, especially chains and
handcuffs, were frequently employed in Metropolitan houses during the 
81830s. At St. George the Martyr, Southwark, insane women were
chained up night and day. The Medical Officer of Colney Hatch Asylum,
complained of the condition of four pauper lunatics sent to him from
Clerkenwell workhouse: two were dressed in straitjackets, a third
was covered in sores and the fourth was so cowed that it took all the
9
attendants* skill to persuade him to enter the asylum. The Lancet
claimed that pauper lunatics living in workhouses were in effect
‘prisoners in the ’’Bastilles** for life *, incapable of asserting their 
10own rights and complained that they were punished like criminals if
1 KRO BG9/11/1, p 87 - 23 January 1837.
2 Ibid, p 388 - 18 December 1839-
3 Richmond Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12397/3393a/2 May 1839*
4 KRO BG8/11/1, p 123 - 16 September 1840.
3 CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 '\22ht2/b^2/'\ December 1862.
6 CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12373/19341/8 May 1838.
7 CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12146/18403/16 June 1849.
8 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 379*
9 Ibid, pp 378-80. ' '
they tore their clothes or damaged workhouse property. In 1867, the
Lancet Commissioners called for the removal of all lunatics from
1•their highly improper surroundings m  workhouses.'
Nevertheless, there was no possibility of this as long as there 
was an acute shortage of beds in the asylums and a gross disparity 
in the cost of maintaining pauper lunatics in licensed houses, county 
asylums and workhouses* Dr. Edward Smith calculated that pauper 
lunatics cost between 2s 7i>J 6s 6d per head to maintain in work­
houses, between 7s 7& and 14s per head in county asylums and between
2
10s 3d and 20s per head in licensed houses. However, most boards of
guardians eventually acknowledged that pauper lunatics required
different treatment from other workhouse inmates. Many provided them
3
with better diets* Kingston Guardians, for example, allowed their 
pauper lunatics meat, porter or beer for dinner daily and sweetened 
tea and bread and butter for breakfast and supper. Dorking Guardians
if
provided their lunatic paupers with feather or flock beds. The 
Commissioners in Lunacy reported that the Reigate lunatics* day room
was particularly cheerful and well decorated. Under pressure from the
5 6Commissioners some boards like Farnham*s and Kingston’s ordered
their imbeciles to be taken out Cor walks in the surrounding country­
side. Some relaxed their rules and allowed their harmless lunatics
7to return home or stay with „ friends for short periods each year. 
Dorking Guardians even provided their patients with their own library.*
1 The Lancet Report, 1867, p 215*
2 Ms report of Dr. E. Smith on Forty-Eight Provincial Workhouses:
PRO MH32/12939/15 April 1867.
3 Additional diets voted at Dorking: CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/ 
27175/17 July 185 ;^ Epsom: CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 122Vl/38o65/
2 November i860; Kingston: CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12399/^9003/
9 December 1864-; and Richmond Union: CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12601/ 
11098/20 March 1867. Farnham Guardians refused to provide their 
lunatics with a better diet than the ordinary inmates.. Farnham 
Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/l62*f8/2 May 1867.
V  CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/27175/17 July 185 .^.
5 CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/13098/17 ;April 1867.
6 CiL to the PLB: PRO ;MH12 1240^/5968/23 December 1869.
7 Ibid. •
8 CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/44092/27 November 1864.
On the other hand the Commissioners found Chertsey Union's 
accommodation to be 'grossly deficient* in comforts and asked that 
the lunatics be removed to a more cheerful ward from which they could 
see the garden. They asked further that their diet should be improved
'I
and that they should be taken for walks in the country.
Guildford's arrangements also incurred considerable criticism in
1867. The Commissioners in Lunacy felt that the lunatics* diet lacked
2
•animal food* and that the patients required much more exercise.v.
Reluctantly, the board of guardians substituted a boiled beef dinner
for one of jbread and soup while pointing out that the workhouse
medical officer was satisfied that the ordinary diet was sufficiently 
3
nourishing. Although they agreed to the imbeciles being taken out 
for walks, they pointed out that this would necessitate the appointment
hof an assitant matron as the matron already had more than enough to do.
While Dr. Smith was preparing his report on provincial workhouses, 
he sent a questionnaire aboutvthe treatment of the insane, to the 68 
workhouses (including the ten Surrey ones) in his area. The replies 
provided him with some useful information. Only four workhouses, 
those at Brighton, Oxford, Reading and Rye, had separate wards for 
their lunatics. In 51 out of the 68, persons of unsound mind sub­
sisted upon the normal workhouse diet. Only Brighton, East Grinstead 
and Reading Unions hired special nurses to look after their pauper 
lunatics 60 workhouses made use of their.lunatics* services and claimed 
that they were * happy* or 'very happy*. Only eleven unions, including 
Chertsey and Godstone, found them to be an * annoyance*. Even though 
Dr. Smith was generally satisfied with the conditions and treatment of 
lunatics in his district, he concluded that they would be better off
5in specialist institutions where they could be taught useful occupations.
1 CiL to the PLB: PRO HH12 12152/11097A April 1867.
2 CiL to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2 3 W ^ 8 8 8 A  November 186?.
3 KRO BG6/11/l6,.p 209 - 20 November 1867*
k Ibid.
5 MS original of Dr. E. Smith's Report on Forty-Eight Provincial
Workhouses: PRO MH32/12939/15 April 1867.
In spite.of the magistrates* countrymde efforts, the number of 
lunatics lodged in workhouses tended to increase. On 1st January,
1859, there were 7»963 persons of unsound mind in workhouses in
1 2 England and Wales; by 1871, there were 11,2^3* Surrey was rather
more successful than the country as a whole: in 1839 there were 323
3 n klunatics in its workhouses' as compared with 309 in 1o71. The
Webbs blamed the Poor Law Board for not compelling guardians to
5
transfer these patients to the county asylums but did not explain 
how this could have been accomplished. The county authorities would 
have had to provide far more asylums than was then conceivable. 
Nevertheless, the Commissioners in Lunacy succeeded in improving the 
lot of workhouse based pauper lunatics very considerably between 1836 
and 1871. Nowhere was this truer than in the Surrey workhouses.
(vi) Conclusion.
Although the Surrey magistrates and medical staffs greatly 
improved the county asylums* fabric and the treatment meted out to 
their inmates between 1841 and 1871, there v/as still much to be done. 
All pauper lunatics residing in \ workhouses, some 309 persons, 
needed to be removed to suitable institutions. It was essential if 
recent cases of mental illness were to be cured that they should be 
referred as quickly as possible to the county asylums. As the Lancet 
Commissioners were to point out in 187 ,^ Surrey needed to rationalise 
its treatment of pauper lunatics: recent cases needed to be directed 
to a curative institution like Brookwood Asylum and the incurable, 
longstay patients lodged in refuges.
Before this could be done, however, it was necessary to convince 
the guardians that treatment of the insane was a worthwhile enterprise. 
Dr. Bucknill reported a chastening^experience helmet with in one of
1 12 PLB (1839-60), p 17.
2 23 PLB (1870-1), p xxiii.
3 AR of the VJ of the SLA, April 1859, p 39*
k AR of the VJ of the SLA, April. 1872, p 61.
5 Webb S. and B., English Poor Law Policyj, pp 123-7*
the S u rrey  workhouses. On being told that an aged lunatic could be
cured with hospital treatment, the deputy chairman of the guardians
remarked that *the man was old and infirm and that even if he were
cured he would have to be maintained out of the rates* Being a used-
1up labourer, he was not worth the expense of being cured, 1
There was still much to be done within the asylums. Even though 
Brookwood had been opened as recently as 1867* both it and Wandsworth 
Asylum were badly overcrowded by 1871. According to JVM, Granville, 
it was this overcrowding as much as anything which explained why so 
few of the S u rrey  asylums* patients, a mere per cent, were deemed 
curable, compared with the national average of 7*^ per cent* Moreover, 
there were still far too many general wards rather than single rooms 
in use so that one excitable patient could disturb and upset many 
others. In 187 ,^ only one room in was a single unit; however, 
this was a considerable improvement as in 18^9» the proportion had
p
been 1 to 5 and in 1869, 1 to 4, By 1871, Wandsworth Asylum had 
ceased to satisfy contemporary requirements for mental institutions. 
Most of the fabric was old and prison like and although a great deal 
of money was spent in an effort to make it a lighter, airier, and 
pleasanter place to live in, it remained better suited.to the detention 
rather than cure of its inmates.
Even though the medical staffing of the asylums had kept pace 
with their growing size, there had been no comparable improvement in 
the quality and training of the nurses. Although medical staff were 
far better trained in 1871 than in 18*H, their nurses still lacked 
specialist instruction. Contemporaries maintained that the managers 
of asylums should bear two cardinal maxims in mind: that * lunatics 
must be trained and attendants controlled,* The latter was almost 
as difficult as the former. When an attendant complained about the 
behaviour of one of her patients to Dr. Marshall, the Superintendent
of the Female Department of Colney Hatch Asylum, the doctor replied -
■3
f,You, the attendant, are troublesome - the patient is ill!”
1 Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. i, p 9.
2 Ibid, p 12.
3 Granville J. M., op. cit., Vol. i, p 22.
Fig. 8 A Workhouse Yard in the iB^Os
The Report and the Poor Law Amendment Act of the same year
tacitly accepted that outdoor relief should be given to all aged and
infirm persons without resources of their own as *No use can be made
of the labour of the aged and sick and there is little room for
a
jobbing if their pensions are paid in money,* Indeed, the
Commissioners admitted that *even in places distinguished in general
by the most wanton parochial profusion the allowances to the aged
and infirm are moderate, * The authors of the 1834-Act accepted
this and renewed the Justices* power to order outdoor relief without
limit of amount or period as long as the persons concerned were
wholly unable to work, entitled to relief in the union and desirous
3
of outdoor relief.
Most old people were prepared to make do with the usual allowance
L
of one to tiiro shillings a week rather than enter the House* If fit,
the aged were expected to collect their allowance weekly, but if they
were too weak or ill, the relieving officer had to visit them. The
acceptance of this procedure was reinforced by the General Order of
23th August, 1832 which instructed boards of guardians that *at least
one third of such relief* should be given in *articles of food or
fuel, or in other articles of absolute necessity,* However, this
caused such a violent outcry that the order was withdrawn and the
guardians were left with *full discretion as to the description of
6relief to be given to the indigent poor of every class,*
1 The 183^ Poor Law Report, pp 4-2-3 •
2 Ibid.
3 4- and 3 William IV, c 76, sec 36*
4- For example, John Chitty of Chertsey aged 74- years was granted 
2s 6d a week in 1836: KRO BG1/11/1, p 136 - 27 September 1836.
3 The PLB to Barnsley Union, 26 October 1832 in H of C No. 111 of 
1832-3, P 17.
6 Circular, 14-December 1852 in 5 PI»B (1853)* =
For those aged persons who could not maintain themselves in 
their own homes, there remained the workhouse or the almshouse.
According to the authors of the 1834- Report aged and 'really impotent* 
people were to be accommodated in separate buildings within the work­
house complex with separate superintendents so that *the old might
2enjoy their indulgences.* The Surrey Boards of Guardians certainly
did their best to mitigate the effect on their aged paupers of their
removal from their relatives and friends. Richmond Guardians took a
particularly paternal interest in their older inmates and insisted
upon paying them small sums of money as well as granting them extras
in the form of porter or ’spirits* if they performed their duties
efficiently. In 1836, they claimed that such incentives were
essential if they viere to get the best out of their old people who
were acting as gardeners, tailors, woodcutters, carpenters, butchers,
3
barbers and shoemakers. Although the central authority disapproved
4-of such practices and ordered that they be discontinued, Richmond 
Guardians ignored the regulations throughout the period between 1834-
and 1871.
Various attempts were made to improve the old people’s accommodation
and to make it a little more homely. In 1840, for example, Richmond
Guardians spent £10 buying their old people teapots and sugar and 
5tea caddies. However, the high cost of such ’indulgences* and of 
the old people’s diets often caused consternation. In 184-2, Richmond 
Guardians set up a committee to discover why their workhouse cost so 
much more to run than neighbouring Institutions* The committee blamed 
the large number of old people 'to whom extras and indulgences were 
necessarily allowed.*^ However, no attempt was made to reduce their 
extras in the interests of economy.
1 The Guildford Guardians protested to the central authority at the
separation of old people from their families and friends and 
asked that special provision be made for them in the 1840 Poor Law 
Amendment Bill: Guildford Union to the FLCs: PRO MH12 12334/7430^/ 
13 July 184-0. ’
2 The 1834- Poor Law Report, p 307*
3 Richmond Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12397/3224-a/l6 August 1836.
4- The PLCs to Richmond Union: PR0MH12 12397/3224a/20 August 1836.
3 KRO BG10/11/2, p 31 - 21 May 18**0.
6 Ibid, p 276 - 11 August 184-2.
The Poor Law Commissioners did not approve of these developments# 
In 1839, they deprecated the *strong disposition on the part of the 
public so to modify the arrangements (of the Aged and Infirm Wards of 
the Workhouse) #.#.. as to place them on the footing of almshouses.
The consequences which would flow from this have only to be pointed 
out to show its inexpediency and its danger. If the condition of 
the inmates of a Workhouse were to be so regulated as to invite the 
Aged and Infirm of the labouring class to take refuge in it, it would 
immediately be useless as a test between indigence and indolence and 
fraud.* ^
The central authority was continually and unavailingly in
conflict with the Surrey Unions over the provision of such extras.
Dorking Guardians fell foul of the Commissioners in this respect.
In 1842, they decided to allow the aged and infirm half a pint of 
2porter a day. Although the central authority reacted angrily and
3
condemned the resolution, there is little doubt that the old people 
continued to receive their be,er. Later, Dorking Guardians irritated 
the Commissioners still further by asking,‘permission to increase the
4
aged men*s bread allowance on soup days. The central authority ruled
that the existing allowance was more than adequate and refused to
5
allow any change in the established dxetary.
Although the Surrey Guardians were prepared to defy the central 
authority over the provision of extras, they reacted angrily when 
outsiders attempted to improve their inmates* lot by giving them 
extras. Richmond Guardians, for example, twice passed resolutions
1 Special Report of the PLCs on the Further Amendment of the Poor 
Law, PP XVII (1839), P>7*
2 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12220/1043a/10 February 1843.
3 The PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12220/1043a/l1 March 1843.
4 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1222l/3088a/6 May 1843-
3 The PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 1222l/3088a/l1 May 1843-
1prohibiting visitors from supplying their aged paupers with gifts.
However, on the later occasion in 1857, they agreed that visitors
could give the aged *a little tea and sugar and a little snuff*
without undermining the House*s discipline. Epsom Guardians decided
in 1858 that *it was inexpedient for presents of food to be introduced
2into the workhouse.* Nevertheless, there is no evidence that the
Surrey Guardians applied the principle of less eligibility to their
old people. In 1865, Richmond Guardians were still improving the
lot of their old people by providing them with a daily allowance of
3
snuff or.tobacco whether they could do task work or not.
The boredom of workhouse life was relieved by liberal visiting
hours, the right to go out of the House for walks and in some cases
the privilege of * leave* when the old people were allowed to go and
stay with friends or relatives for a period, usually not longer than 
ba week. Epsom Guardians allowed their workhouse inmates visitors
5on every day of,the week except Tuesdays. On the other hand,
guardians frequently complained that the aged abused the walking out
privilege. As a result, some boards of guardians like Dorking*s reduced
6their old people’s walking out time to one hour a day. Richmond 
Guardians were most liberal in this respect and in consequence had
7
to deal with frequent cases, of drunkenness and absence without leave.
Fortunately, the guardians persevered with their humane policy in
spite of these rebuffs and aged paupers continued to enjoy this
8privilege throughout the period.
1 KRO BG10/11/2, p; 289 - 15 September 184-2 and BG10/11/5 , p 206 ~ 
29 April 1857*
2 KRO BG3/11/8, p 559 - 17 November 1858.
3 KRO BG10/11/9, P 71 - 4- Hay 1865.
4- No pauper was allowed to leave the workhouse except *for urgent , 
or special reason*: Instructional Letter of 5 February 184-2 in 
8 PLCs (184-2), pp-115-6.
5 KRO BG3/11/8, p 559 - 17 November:1858.
6 KRO BG2/22/3, P 38 - 19 January 184-3.
7 See pp567 ' v <
8 This was by no means unusual, Rhodes Boyson writes that the 
Lancashire Guardians were prepared to grant workhouse inmates • 
leave of absence for periods up ,to one month; Boyson R., 
Treatment of Paupers in the Workhouse in North-East,Lancashire,
■ P ^9. —  i
The old people's severest deprivation apart from being separated
from their friends and relatives was the loss of their money on
entering the workhouse* Workhouse masters were ordered to take
possession of all *property or money* belonging to applicants for
1the House on admittance* The guardians made every effort to trace
moneys which were due to inmates as members of benefit clubs or as 
2
pensioners. Old people may well have been embarrassed and humiliated
by the zeal with which the guardians hunted down their close relatives
3and forced them to contribute to their.umaintenance. Nevertheless, 
as at Richmond, their penury was sometimes relieved by the guardians 
who awarded them small payments for any work they managed to do about
2f ■
the House* Otherwise it is difficult to account for the frequent 
cases of drunkenness that occurred unless the inhabitants of Richmond 
derived particular pleasure from buying aged paupers drinks and sending 
them back to the House in a stupified state.
Aged inmates* accommodation was greatly improved as a result of 
Dr. Smith's period of service as Poor Law Inspector for the Surrey 
area. He did a great deal to persuade the guardians to provide their 
old people with arm and rocking chairs in place of the benches and
5
armless chairs with which most workhouses were still furnished. He 
recommended the provision of personal lockers where the aged could 
keep their treasured possessions. Newspapers and magazines were to 
be taken to maintain their interest in the outside world. Under Dr. 
Smith*s influence, the Surrey Boards of Guardians started to provide 
aged inmates with the same kind of facilities that pauper lunatics had
1 For example, the instructions to the Reigate Master: KRO BG9/11/1, 
p 163 - 8 November 1837*
2 Dorking Board of Guardians, for instance, made the Stewards of the 
Surrey Yeoman Club hand over James Miller's pension in 1841
(KRO BG3/11/2, pp 203-4 - 4 February 184-1) and the East India
Company Thomas Fuller*s and Nicholas Ficnh*s (KRO BG^/11/3, p 239 ~
23 July 1844).
3 Richmond Union minutes: KRO BG10/11/1: - 16.
4 Richmond Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12397/32249/16 August 1836.
3 For example, Dr. E. Smith's ms report on Epsom workhouse: PRO MH12 
12243/19726/17 May 1867; Dr. E. Smith's ms report on Hambledon 
workhouse: PRO MH12 12378/3^3^3/24 September ■ 1867*
'I
been enjoying at Wandsworth County Lunatic Asylum, since 1841.
It is difficult to argue with the Webbs' contention that the 
central authority's policy towards the aged between 1834 and 1871 
was 'an indiscriminate use of the General Mixed Workhouse, tempered
2in practice by general Outdoor Relief to all kinds of Aged and Infirm.'
Nevertheless, the Surrey inmates seem to have avoided the hardships
which might have resulted from the insensitive imposition of this
rather vague policy because the local guardians followed their own
3
inclinations rather than the central authority's policies.
1 See pp 4-?/ - 4^7
2 Webb S. and B., The Break-up of the Poor Law (London 1929), p 310
3 See the Conclusion, pp
(c) bastards, unmarried mothers and prostitutes
When commenting on the treatment of unmarried pregnant women 
in Surrey under the Old Poor Law^  Assistant Commissioner; Charles 
Mott recounted how a young woman was forced by her parish authorities 
to marry the father of her illegitimate child. Later, the Governor 
of Effingham workhouse, John Chippen, persuaded her husband, Henry 
Cook, to sell.her for a shilling to John Earl of Dorking. On tiring 
of the unfortunate woman, Earl asked the local magistrates to compel
1Henry Cook to maintain his wife - the magistrates dismissed the case..
This early easel history reflects in an exaggerated way the low esteem
in; which women of the lower classes were often held. The Act of 1-8
Elizabeth cj, s 2 compelled the mother and putative father of a bastard
child to maintain it by weekly payments, on pain of imprisonment. By
the provisions of 6 George II c 31 and 4-9 George III c 68, any justice
on the application of the overseers or of a substantial householder could
issue a warrant for the arrest and committal to gaol of a putative
father who did not maintain his illegitimate child. The Bastardy
Laws, many believed, placed a man at the mercy of every 'abandoned
2woman* who managed to inveigle him into 'her net*. In response to 
such criticisms, the authors of the Poor Law Amendment Act took an 
entirely different attitude towards maintenance from their predecessors.
The bastardy clauses of the New Poor Law proved to be some of 
the most controversial and troublesomein the entire act. Their 
authors recommended that the existing laws be abolished and the 
mother alone: made responsible for the maintenance of a bastard child.
1 Charles Mott’s report: 2 PLCs (1836), p 332; similar cases were 
reported from other parts of the country; one served as the 
inspiration for Thomas Hardy's The Mayor of Casterbridge (London 
Wessex Edition, 1912), p v.
2 The evidence of Mr. Simeon before the Select Committee on the 
Poor Laws, 1831 in the 1834 Poor Law Report, p 98.
’This*, they argued, *is now the position of a widow, and there can
'I
be no reason for giving vice privileges which we deny to misfortune.*
The original draft of the 183& Act contained such a clause, but the
House of Commons substituted another which enabled parishes to obtain
orders of maintenance from the magistrates in petty sessions against
the putative fathers of bastards that had become chargeable. However,
the House of Lords amended the clause so that such orders could only
2
be obtained from Quarter Sessions, where the mother*s evidence had 
to be independently corroborated, in some material particular. These 
arrangements proved to be completely inadequate as such actions proved 
to be very expensive and there was no way in which the putative father 
could be forced to pay.
Almost immediately, the Poor Law Commissioners had to face a
barrage of complaints. Wimbledon Vestry, for example, wrote to the
central authority in 1833 to complain that the father of a bastard
child in their care refused to pay maintenance *on the sole ground
3that he is not liable under the Poor Law Amendment Act.* The vestry 
further complained that the cost of taking recalcitrants to Quarter 
Sessions was prohibitive. The Commissioners commiserated with the 
vestry over its problem and suggested that in future it should avoid 
such cases and provide mothers with *a strict and economical mode of
Zf
relief.* All over the country boards of guardians received similar 
advice and gave unmarried mothers in their unions a week to find work 
or enter the workhouse before they terminated their outdoor relief; such
1 Mackay T., op. cit., :Vol» III, p 316; Henriques U. P., ’Bastardy 
and the New Poor Law*, Past and Present, XXXVII (1967), pp 103-29.
2 Ibid.
3 V/imbledon Vestry to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/^ -100a/2 February 1833. 
Similar complaints arose in Nottinghamshire where the chairman
and vice-chairman of Basford Union resigned.describing the 
bastardy clauses as ’oppressive towards an unfortunate class of 
females not possessing the means of applying legal redress*:
Caplan M., op. cit., p 90* '
4 The PLCs to Wimbledon Vestry: PRO MH12 12389/^ -100a/^ f February 1833*
1 2  orders were recorded at Godstone and Chertsey.
Not very surprisingly, the Commissioners claimed that the new
policy brought about an immediate improvement in female morals;
3
brides *no longer concealed their shapes under a cloak.' However, 
there were ominous, if rather dubious, reports of great increases in 
the levels of infanticide. In 184*1, an investigation was carried out 
into 'Bastardy and Child Murder in the neighbourhood of Kingston*, as
4- oa result of a local doctor's complaints. Between 29th September, 1o39 
and 29th September, 184-1, two babies had been found murdered in 
Kingston and two women had been unsuccessfully prosecuted for the 
crimes. During the same period, ten unmarried mothers had given 
birth to healthy infants in Kingston workhouse. However, the 
investigator could not prove that there had been an increase in 
bastardy since the implementation of the New Poor Law. He pointed 
out that 23 unmarried women had been delivered of bastards in Kingston 
workhouse between 1st June, 1833 and 8th July, 1834- but could not 
carry the comparison any further as no other reliable facts i^ ere 
available. The author could not see how 'an easier process of 
affiliation or greater stringency towards the putative father* would 
help to prevent concealment as the birth of an illegitimate child
5
destroyed the character and 'blasted the prospects of the mother.*
While the Poor Law Commissioners and their representatives remained 
satisfied with the supposed effects of the new bastardy clauses, the 
Surrey Boards of Guardians remained unconvinced. In 184-3, Guildford
1 KRO BG 3/11/1, p 48 - 19 February 1836.
2 Ibid, p 64- - 26 April 1836.
3 1 PLCs (1833), PP 57-60.
4- A Report on Bastardy and Child Murder in the neighbourhood of
Kingston: PRO MH12 12390/9985a/2 November 184-1.
3 Ibid.
Guardians informed the Home Secretary that although 107 illegitimate
births had taken place in the union since 1833* only eight affiliation
orders had been obtained and only two of these putative fathers had
contributed to the upkeep of their offspring. As a result, they
concluded affiliation orders were *mere idle forms* and demanded
2*some power of enforcing payment by the putative Father.*
However, the Select Committee of the House of Commons on the
operation of the Poor Law Amendment Act, which reported in 1837,
supported the Commissioners* contention even though many of the
witnesses they interrogated gave evidence that the bastardy rate had
3
increased since the passage of the act. Even some of the Assistant
Commissioners were starting to have their doubts. In 1838, Alfred
Power, the Assistant Poor Law Commissioner for Lancashire and the West
Hiding of Yorkshire, had to admit that there was some evidence that
there had been an increase in illegitimate births since the introduction
of the New Poor Law and that this might be because men believed that
L
they were freed from responsibility by the Poor Lav; Amendment Act.
In 1838, affiliation actions were removed from Quarter Sessions 
5
to Petty Sessions. This was more than a mere legislative amendment,
it marked a change in principle on the part of the central authority
6which had hitherto deliberately discouraged affiliation suits. The
Act was passed *to give more speedy and effectual means for obtaining
orders upon the putative fathers of bastard children for their support 
7and maintenance.* However, this remedial action was almost nullified
1 KRO BG6/11A, p 396 - 6  May l8*f3-
2 Ibid.
3 For example, the evidence of Mr. James Gray of Chichester:.
Eleventh Report from the Select Committee on the Poor Law 
Amendment Act, PP 1837* xvii, ii* p 6 8.
4 Alfred Power, Tenth Report from the Select Committee Appointed 
to Inquire into the Administration of the Relief of the Poor,
PP XVIII (-I237-8), i, P 362.
3 2 and 3 Victoria, c 83*
6 Mackay T., op. cit., Vol. Ill, pp-316-8; Henriques U. R., op. cit., 
pp 103-29.
7 10 PLCs (l8¥f), App A, No. 7* PP 23^9.
by the ’Little Poor Laitf* of 1844- which took affiliation and 
maintenance matters out of the hands of Poor Law officials. As a 
result, an unmarried mother had to take direct action against the 
father of her child in Petty Sessions and furnish the magistrates 
with corroborative evidence of paternity. If she convinced the 
justices of the authenticity of her claim, she could be awarded a 
midwife’s fee of up to- ten shillings and a maintenance grant of 2s 6d 
a week until the child reached the age of thirteen. However, few 
working women would initiate such actions without the active encourage­
ment of the parish officers, and even if they did the alleged father 
retained the right of appeal to Quarter Sessions.
Gnce again, Guildford Guardians were quick to appreciate the
dangers of the new law; they told the central authority that ’all
fathers of bastard children who have been supporting them up to this
2time are now entirely freed from doing so.* The Commissioners did
not deny this. As a result of the change m  the law workhouse
officers interrogated unmarried pregnant girls until they disclosed
the name of the father of their unborn child. Most girls, like
Margaret Mott of Chertsey, gave way under ’examination1 and provided
4
the officers with the information they required. Not all the girls,
however, were so compliant: Caroline Tickner and Emma Reed of Chertsey
Union, for instance, resolutely refused to name the fathers of their 
5children. As many unmarried girls were reluctant to initiate 
affiliation actions against the father of their child, boards of
1 7 and 8 Victoria, c 101, s 1, c 1-8.
2 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12333/2166a/20 February 184-3*
3 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12333/2166a/22 February 184-3*
4- KRO BG1/11/3, P 194- - 3 March 1844.
3 Ibid, p 217 28 May 1844- and p 236 - 6 August 1844-.
of guardians like Reigate*s wrote to the central authority to know if
they could compel *the Mothers of Bastard Children to take proceedings
1against the reputed Fathers.* While sympathising with the
guardians* diffficulties, the Commissioners pointed out that by section
7 of 7 and 8 Victoria c 101 *no officer of any union shall in any way
interfere as such officer in causing any application to be made for 
2an Order.* There can be little doubt that this clause was ignored 
in most unions and considerable pressure was brought to bear on 
recalcitrant women to ensure their cooperation.
Many boards of guardians objected to having unmarried mothers
in the vrorkhouse on the grounds that their presence and influence .
contaminated the other young women and girls. As early as 1840
Chertsey Guardians asked permission to isolate their ‘loose women*
as ‘The great increase of Bastardy cases in the Workhouse* made some
3such solution imperative. The Commissioners encouraged the guardians
if
to implement their plans without delay, but long before the new
facilities were available, Sir Edmund Head reported that another female
5pauper in Chertsey workhouse had become pregnant by an inmate* The
Commissioners vrarned the board of guardians that they were considering
dismissing the master and matron for neglect of duty. The guardians
replied hotly that they hoped the central authority would do no such
7thing without holding an official enquiry. In face of the guardians*
jealous defence of their officers, the Commissioners quietly dropped 
8the case.
1 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12576/2a/30 December 1845*
2 The PLCs to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12576/2a/20 January 1846*
3 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12l44/9574a/l September .1840.
4 The PLCs to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12l44/9574a/9 September 1840.
3 Sir E. Head to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12144/10462a/2 November 1840.
6 The PLCs to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12144/10462a/4 November 1840.
7 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12l44/11249a/l1 November 1840.
8 The PLCs to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12144/11249a/24 November 1840.
In l852t Epsom Guardians considered it *a great evil affording
direct encouragement to profligacy that single women may without
restraint claim to be admitted into the Union Workhouses to be
confined and that they are not liable to punishment either for their
1profligacy or for bringing an Incumbrance upon the parish,* The
guardians wanted the Bastardy Laws changed so that the girls could
be compelled to affiliate their children. Luring the following year,
the chairman of the guardians returned to this grievance and denounced
the law on the grounds that under its terms *any single woman can
have as many illegitimate children as she pleases without punishment* 1
He believed that the majority of young women in workhouses were there
2
to have illegitimate children. An analysis of the figures given in
Colonel Pigott's bi-annual reports on the condition of the Surrey
Unions for the decade 1852 to 1861 largely bears out the Epsom
chairman*s contention. The lowest average percentage of women vdth
bastards, 40.3 per cent, was found at Kingston workhouse and the
3
highest, some 90*6 per cent, at GodstoneXs.
Later, in 1855» Epsom Guardians denounced *The impudent manner* 
in which young pregnant women *some not above 16*, came before them
4and demanded admittance to the workhouse as their right. Having 
failed to convince the central authority of the need to change the 
law, they proposed that they be authorised to compel their unmarried 
mothers to wear some form of 'distinctive dress*. This was by no 
means a new idea. In 1838, Assistant Commissioner Hawley reported 
enthusiastically that *In Alresford, Andover, Portsea Island and
1 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/21383/16 May 1831.
2 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12240/22570/13 June 1853.
3 See Table LV. A Nottinghamshire Guardian claimed that a third of
the county*s workhouses were occupied by unmarried mothers and 
their bastards: Caplan M., op. cit., p 90.
4 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 .12240/34261/6 September 1855*
Westhampnett Unions a badge of distinction has been placed on women
of immoral character with Bastard children with considerable effect,
several having left the Houses in consequence, and the behaviour of
the remainder having been much improved by the prospect of its removal
1
on any moral amendment discovering itself.* The Poor Law Commissioners
wereu.unhappy about such schemes, declaring *Any attempt to inflict
disgrace or punishment on the mother of a bastard, as such, appears
to be in opposition to the principles which guided the legislature
2in the alteration of the law on this subject.* Further, they pointed
out that *The separation of certain abandoned persons from the other
inmates rests not on the consideration of their past conduct, but on
3
that of their present habits and character. 1 Epsom Guardians* request 
/|
was refused. In 1841 Charles Mott carried out a survey of all his 
unions to discover *whether any peculiar dress or mark of disgrace is 
worn in the workhouse by the Mothers of Bastards or other particular 
class of paupers.* Only Richmond Guardians in Surrey admitted to 
dressing *disorderly inmates* in a special dress with a yellow sleeve. 
Bethnal Green and Chelsea Guardians clothed the mothers of bastards in
5brown and yellow striped dresses and blue striped clothes respectively.
One by one, all the Surrey Unions separated their * loose women*
6 7 8from the rest: Chertsey in 1840; Dorking in 1868;' Epsom in 1851;
q  'IQ ']']
Farnham in 1856; Godstone in 1849; Guildford in 1865; Harabledon
1 W. H. T. Hawleyr to the PLCs: PRO MH33/39/1 January 1838.
2 Minute of the PLCs, 5 March 1859; 6 PLCS (1840), App A, No. 4, p 99
3 Ibid, pp 99-100.
4 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12240/34261/18 September 1855.
5 Charles Mott's Return ..... PRO MH27/56/1132513 - 29 October l8if1
6 KRO BG1/11/2, p 222 - 15 September 1840.
7 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12225/55935/24 November 186'8.
8 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/21383/16 May 1851.
9 Colonel Pigott*s ms report:. PRO MH12 12273/31571/1 August 1856.
10 KRO BG5/11/7, P 6 - 2 February 1849..
11 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12338/46857/8 December 1855*
in *1839 J Kingston in 1848;^ Reigate in 1855;^ and Richmond in 1854.^
Although separation may have done something to lessen the influence
of these women over the young girls in the workhouse, it did little
to improve their behaviour. At Godstone, for instance, the board of
guardians had to erect a special refractory ward to cope with the
5disciplinary problems created by their 'abandoned women'.
One of the Surrey Guardian's major problems was their inability
to control the local prostitutes' behaviour. Both Kingston^ and 
7
Godstone Guardians complained that their 'separate women' discharged
themselves whenever they felt like it, returned to their trade and
then reapplied for admission when they needed a rest or were about to
give birth to a child. The Commissioners replied that there was
8
nothing they could do* Following further representations from the 
9Kingston Board, the central authority intimated that the guardians
should make , their readraission procedures as long and irksome as they 
10could. Predictably, Kingston Guardians were totally dissatisfied
with this reply and requested permission to treat prostitutes as
appc
12
11•disorderly persons*. Once again the Commissioners had to dis oint
them and point out that there liras no legal basis for such treatment.
1 KRO BG7/11/1, pp 189-90 - 2 February 1839.
2 KRO BG8/11/3, p 244 - 19 December 1848.
3 Colonel Pigott's ms report: PRO MH12 12579/47889/12 December 1855*
4 Mr. Cane's ms report: PRO MH12 12398/28050/19 July 1854.
5 KRO BG5/11/7, p 6 - 2 February 1849.
6 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12391/5843a/17 May 1843;
KRO BG5/11/5, P 158 - 28 February 1845.
7 KRO BG5/11/5, P 158 - 28 February 1845.
8 The PLCs to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 1259l/5843a/3 June 1843.
9 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12591/8429a/51 May 1843*
10 The PLCs to Kingston Union: PRO MH12.L-12591/8429V5 June 1843.
11 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12391/25^ -1 a/5 March 1844 and
2926a/12 March 1844.
12 The PLCs to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12591/2541 a/9 March 1844 and 
2926a/l5 March 1844. *> \
TABLE LV: The Percentage of Unmarried Women v/ith Bastards in the Surrey
' WorKhouses' Between 1832 and 1861 
(Compiled from Inspector Pigoti^s Bi-Annual Reports)
1833 53.3 100 100 73 100 57.1 Bo 36.7 33.6
1854- 100 ~ 70 34.8 90 33.3 - 83.3 100
1833 100 100 70 - 88.9 31.6 32*1 36.7 46.2
1836 36.1 33*2 - 26.3 100 32*6 30.0 100 54.6
1837 54.8 - - 100 100 41.7 37.0 46.4 46.9
1838 90.3 20 84.6 - 70 66.7 43.8 30.0 100
1839 93.3 80.0 63.3 - 100 33*3 38.3 >  66.7
1860 33*9 100 63*2 -  100 33*6 77*8 43*5 100
1861 100.0 30 60.0 - 1 0 0  47.6 60.9 - 91*3
Av. % 64 67*1 74.3 33*0 90.6 42.6 37*4 40.3 66.2
Total No. of 
Unmarried
Women 137 47 78 44 48 92 7^ 52 86
Total No. of
Adult Women 214 70 103 80 33 216 129 1 29 130
Kingston Guardians learnt to their horror that they did not even
have the power to detain prostitutes who were suffering from virulent
1syphilis and likely to infect their customers*
With the development of the Aldershot military camps, there was 
a tremendous increase in prostitution in south-west Surrey which
particularly affected Farnham, Hambledon, Guildford and Godstone
2 3Guardians. Similar developments took place at Kingston and
2f
Richmond with the spread of the London suburbs into the area.
Probably only a minority of the unmarried mothers applying for 
parish relief were .hardened prostitutes. Certainly, there is 
evidence from Reigate and Kingston Unions that the guardians were still 
prepared to support the *better sort* of unmarried mother by outdoor, 
relief even though this was illegal. Reigate Guardians, for example, 
had to be ordered to admit a mother and her two bastards whom they had
c
previously supported with outdoor relief. In 1832, the Poor Law
Board discovered that Kingston Guardians were relieving six unmarried
mothers and their illegitimate children out of the workhouse and
reminded them that such proceedings could only be countenanced for
6the first three months after the birth of the child.
While some Surrey Unions were starting to take a more liberal 
and indeed illegal attitude towards the maintenance of unmarried 
mothers and their offspring, Epsom Guardians continued to fulminate 
at the central authority*s weakness, insisting that ‘stringent
1 KRO BG8/11/3, P 289 - 24 April 1849-
2 See Chapter I, p 54.
3 Dr. Edward Smith‘s ms report: PRO MH12 12430/3942/14 January 1867:
he called for the provision of.VenerealWards .icV •
4 Mr. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12398/28050/19 July 1834.
3 The PLCs to Reigate Union:. PRO MH12 12377/^53^/23 March 1847*
6 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH.12 12393/3^380/29 September 1832.
proceedings* were required if the *progress of demoralization among
1young women of the poorer classes* was to be checked* They felt 
that they might be able to .deter these.unfortunate girls if the 
central authority granted them permission to publish weekly lists 
of the women who had given birth to illegitimate children in the
p
union. Fortunately, the central authority refused to sanction any 
3
such proceeding.
Whatever the merits or demerits of the early Victorian Bastardy 
Laws may be for historians, many contemporaries felt that they were 
outstandingly successful. Sir William Chance, writing in 1899» 
reflected that
*One of the scandals of the Poor Law Administration sixty 
years ago was the ease with which mothers of illegitimate 
children got relief from the rates for their support.
There can be no doubt that the grant of outrelief to 
such cases must simply act as an encouragement to 
immorality of this kind. Nothing is more satisfactory 
in the history of the Poor Lav; Administration than the 
reduction in.the number of unmarried mothers relieved 
from the rates.*^
1 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 122^1/27771/22 July 1837.
2 Ibid. , V;
3 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 122^1/27771/18 August 1837.
4 Chance W., Our Treatment of the Poor; (London 1899) , p 29.
Fig. 9 A Woman's Ward in-18^ +3
Fig. 10 Field Lane Workhouse in 1859
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(d) VAGRANTS
In the nineteenth century vagrants and wayfarers were regarded 
with the greatest distaste by the normal settled inhabitants of 
town and village. By their very existence they contradicted widely 
held beliefs in the importance of thrift and hard work. Even though 
it was well known that many wayfarers were honest labourers in search 
of work, the general public remained convinced that the huge majority 
were work-shy malingerers. In spite of the general public's anger, 
few accurate statistics were compiled. The Webbs believed that there 
were as many as 70*000 to 80,000 in times of trade depression and as 
few as 30,000 to 40,000 in the years of relative prosperity.
According to the Police census of all known vagrants in 1867-8 , there 
were five or six times as many vagrants outside the casual wards as 
in them.^
The authors of the 1834- Report commented that fvagrancy has
actually been converted into a trade, and not an unprofitable one,'
and expressed serious doubts about the wisdom of legislating further
on the treatment-of vagrants as the previous laws had done nothing to
ease the situation. As they pointed out, during the long history of
anti-vagrant legislation, almost every kind of penalty except 'scalping*
4had been tried without success. The authors felt that * vagrancy will
cease to be a burthen if the relief given to vagrants is such as only
the really destitute will accept * and recommended that the proposed
Central Board be empowered to frame and enforce regulations as to
5the relief to be given to vagrants.
The authors of the New Poor Law followed the Commissioners* advice 
and made no specific arrangements for the treatment of vagrants, leaving
1 Webb S. and B., English Poor Law-History, Part II: The Last 
Hundred Years, Vol. I (London 1963), p 403.
2 22 PLB (1870), pp xxx-xxxll.
3 The 1834- Poor Law Report (Checkland)f p 467*
4 Ibid, pp 467-8. \
5 Ibid, p 469. ,
this to the discretion of the Poor Law Commissioners* It was not
until 1837 that the central authorityfs attention was drawn to the
1problem by the Commissioners of the Metropolitan Police* As a
result, the Poor Law Commissioners declared that destitute persons,
though not settled in a parishwere nevertheless entitled to relief
from it; and that relief ought therefore to precede inquiry into 
psettlement•’ Tickets were to be distributed by local ratepayers to
vagrants who came begging at their doors* On presenting a ticket to
the master of the local workhouse, the vagrant was to be admitted and
3granted food and lodging in return for the performance of taskwork.
The adoption of the ticket system was recorded in the minutes or 
correspondence of five out of the ten Surrey tinions.
When it appeared that boards of guardians were reluctant to carry 
out these instructions, the Commissioners sent round a circular in 
December 1839 requesting them to ’warn their officers that no 
consideration of past services will be deemed by the Commissioners a 
sufficient reason for their hesitating to remove any officer who, 
after this period, shall have neglected his primary duty in relieving 
any case of urgent casual destitution, brought under his notice, by
r
affording such relief \d.thin the workhouse ask desirable* 1 This 
deprived the officers of all discretion in relieving vagrants and 
contributed greatly to their increase in number.
No sooner had these regulations been issued than the Commissioners 
were faced with a host of complaints about the increase in vagrancy from
1 Mackay T., The History of the English Poor Law (London 1896), IH, 
P 369.
2 3 PLCs (1837), pp 133-1^1*
3 Ibid.
Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12l¥f/223a/21 November 1838; 
Dorking: KRO BG^/11/1, pp 403-6 - 13 December 1838; Guildford:
KRO BG6/11/6, p 328 - 30 January 18^ 7: reference to existing 
system; Kingston: PRO MH12 12390/No reference number/8 March 18V1; 
Richmond: KRO BG10/11/1, p 3^1 - 3 December 1839*
3 Circular, 12 December 1839 in 6 PLCs (1840), p 10^ -; Mackay T., op. 
cit., Vol. Ill, pp 372-3*
unions all over the country* Lambeth and Colchester Unions, for
instance, asked 1whether the workhouse is to be a lodging house and to
1be inundated with these trarapers.’ In face of these and many other 
similar queries and criticisms, the Commissioners issued a stream of 
regulations and suggestions to boards of guardians* Everything was 
to be done to make workhouse life as unpleasant as possible for 
the vagrant: there were to be separate, unheated vagrant wards; 
vagrants were to be bathed on admission and dressed in workhouse
2clothing; and smoking and card playing were to. be strictly prohibited*
3Host important of all, the Poor Law Amendment Act of 184-2 empowered 
boards of guardians to impose taskwork and to punish those who 
refused to perform it by sending them before the magistrates who
would deem them idle and disorderly persons within the meaning of
o 43 George IV, c 83, sec 3*
The Surrey Unions responded reluctantly to the central authority’s
initiatives* Host of them took advantage of 3 and 6 Victoria c 37
to pass resolutions establishing suitable taskwork, although they
5 6usually had to be prompted by the Commissioners first. Chertsey and 
Guildf.or<? Unions refused to pass such resolutions and there is no 
surviving evidence that Farnhara, Hambledon and Reigate Boards of 
Guardians did either. Female vagrants were usually required to pick 
half a pound of oakum while males were expected to crush bones, break 
stones, cut wood, pump water, or tend the workhouse gardens. Taskwork
1 Official Circular, No. 12, 14-October 184-1, p 170.
2 General Order, 3 February 184-2 in 8 PLCs (1842), p 81.
3 3 and 6 Victoria, c 37*
4 See Ribton-Tumer, A History of Vagrants and Vagrancy and Beggars 
and Begging (London 1887), p 230. "
5 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/1957a/20 February 1844$ 
Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO NH12 12238/190a/4 January 1844$ 
Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12315/^5394a/11 November 1844$
Richmond Union to the PLCs: PRO HH12 12397/4-232V 7  May 1844;
6 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PR0rHH12' 12l43/l4908a/27 December 1843*
7 Guildford Union: KRO BG6/11/3, P 242 - 13 June ,1844.
seems to have been rarely imposed* In 184-7 the Poor Law Inspectors
1 2  3found no taskwork being performed at Chertsey, Epsom, Farnham,
Zf 5
Godstone and Reigate although the others did apparently require
some kind of labour. Some Surrey magistrates felt that the taskwork
required was too hard for vagrants to complete in the allotted time*
Kingston Guardians required male tramps to crush twenty pounds of
bones and female vagrants to pick one pound of- oakum before leaving
the workhouse, but when the local magistrates insisted that the
males1 task was too great the Guardians lowered it to fifteen pounds
to make sure that recalcitrant vagrants were convicted if they 
7
refused to work*
In spite of the central authority*s call for the provision of
special wards, few Surrey Boards of Guardians were prepared to
expend capital on such buildings* At Dorking, the vagrants were
8kept in the probationary wards or in the 'cage'; at Guildford they
9were lodged in a loft in the roof, tool rooms and even hired rooms
10outside the workhouse; at one time Kingston Guardians hired a room
in the house belonging to one of their relieving officers for this 
11purpose; while Reigate Guardians lodged vagrants in their coach- 
12house. Conditions were usually very poor: at Guildford, for
1 Mr.'Hall's ms report: PRO MH12 1'2l46/6008a/6 April 1847."
2 Mr. Hall's ms report: PRO MH12 12238/3177a/20 February 1847.
3 Mr. Pigott's ms. report: PRO MH12 12271/1399W27 August 1847.
4 Mr. Pigott's ms report: PRO MH12 123l6/3l67a/l9 February 1847.
5 Mr. Pigott's ms report: PRO MH12 12577/3466a/23 March 1847*
6 KRO BG8/11/2, p 182 - 3 September .1844. ■■
7 Ibid, p 202 - 12 November 1844.
8 KRO BG2/11/3, P 78 - 13 April 184-3; KRO BG2/11/4, p 37 - 12 March 
1846.
9 KRO BG6/11/2, p 228 - 13 December 1838.
10 KRO BS6/11/3, pp 231-2 - 9 January 184-1.
11 KRO BG8/11/2, p 171 - 23 July 1844. \
12 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12573/no number/2 March 1841.
Fig. 11
A refugs for the destitute and homeless poor, Whitecross Street, London 18 3^
instance, the Visiting Committee in l8 f^6 deraainded that something 
should be done about the vagrant ward’s drains as they were ’highly 
offensive’.
Vagrants usually received the same diet as the other workhouse
inmates but when their numbers started to increase some unions
radically reduced their allowance. At Richmond Union, the guardians
reduced the vagrants’ allowance to ’8 oz of Bread with water for
2Supper, and the same for Breakfast.* Kingston Guardians followed
suit, but the local magistrates considered this diet insufficiently
nutritious to enable vagrants to perform their taskwork and refused
3
to convict tramps brought before them for failing to do so. In 
consequence the guardians decided to give vagrants the same supper 
and breakfast as the rest of the inmates.
During the Commissioners* last few years of power, various
problems relating to the treatment of vagrants emerged which were
to be constant irritants in the future. One of the tramps’ commonest
tricks was to destroy their clothing so that they had to be given
new outfits before they could be discharged. The first examples
J[,
of this kind of behaviour occurred at Dorking in l8*f3 and initially
the local magistrates ruled that they could not punish the vagrants
as they were only destroying their own property. After several
cases of this kind had been rejected by the justices, the board of
5
guardians wrote to the Commissioners asking their advice. The 
central authority pointed out that they could be punished as idle 
and disorderly persons under George IV, c 83, sec 3*^ This seems to
1 KRO BG6/11/6, p 307 - Zh December l8*f6. .
2 KRO BG10/11/3, p 263 - 27 November l8*f3.
3 KRO BG8/11/2, pp 218-9 “ 7 January 18^ -3.
h KRO BG2/11/3, P 78 - 13 April 18A3 and Dorking Union to the
PLCs: PRO HH12 12221/3921a/10 April: .184-3.
3 Ibid.
6 The PLCs ;to Dorking Union: PRO1MH12 12221/3921a/12 April 184-3*
have solved the problem at Dorking for the time being, although
Inspector Pigott commented in his Vagrancy Report in 184-7 that such
1incidents frequently occurred throughout the Surrey area*
Physical violence and the destruction of property v/as by no
means unusual, particularly when able-bodied vagrants were refused
admission or kept waiting for any length of time* Several tramps
were sent before the Chertsey magistrates in 184-3 for smashing some
of the workhouse*s windows. In 184-8, the Richmond Relieving
Officer complained about the *riotous and violent conduct* of
3mendicants applying for tickets of admission. Occasionally, vagrants
broke up the tramp wards: at Dorking, a vagrant was convicted and sent
o. kto the House of Correction for such an offence in 184-3*
In spite of the use of deterrents, vagrancy continued to
5increase at an alarming rate between 184-7 said 184-9* One of the 
first duties of the new Poor Law Board was to issue instructions on 
the subject. Charles Buller,:the first President, called on boards 
of guardians to distinguish between the honest, unemployed wayfarers 
in search of work and *the thief, the mendicant and the prostitute, 
who crowd the vagrant wards.* As a general rule,'•the relieving 
officer would be right in refusing relief to able-bodied and healthy 
men though in inclement weather, he might afford them shelter if really 
destitute of the means of procuring it for themselves.* The honest 
wayfarer might, it was suggested, be given a certificate showing.his 
circumstances, destination and the object of his journey. On 
presenting this, the wayfarer would be admitted to the workhouse and
1 Colonel Pigott to the PLCs: PRO MH32/6I/I8983A/1 8  September 184-7.
2 KRO BG1/11/3, P 126 - 13 June 184-3*
3 KRO BG10/11/4-, P 1^3 - 23 May l8*f8.
4- Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/3921 a/10 April 184-3*
3 Webb S. and B., English Poor Law Policy, p 93.
6 Minute of the Poor Law Board, 4--August. 184-8 in Official
Circular, 184-8, No. 17, P 271; 2 PLB (1830), p 6.
'I
given food and comfortable accommodation* To make it easier to
distinguish between the deserving and undeserving poor, it was
suggested that policemen should be employed as assistant relieving
2officers in each union*
The new Poor Law Inspector for most of Surrey, Colonel Granville
Pigott, expressed the most commonly held beliefs about tramps ihhis
report on vagrancy in 1848. He wrote:
’For the most part these vagrants are the refuse of society, 
spending the day in idleness, begging, plunder and 
prostitution, and repairing at night to the workhouse 
on their route, or where they expect the best treatment, 
instead of to the low lodging houses to which they 
used to resort; they thus traverse the country in 
every direction, to the great prejudice of the 
industrious poor; this system of relief affording 
great encouragement to sturdy beggars and vagabonds, 
who prefer a life of idleness and vice to honest 
industry. There can be little doubt, that as the 
certainty of obtaining a night’s lodging and food 
gratuitously has become more generally known amongst 
this class, coupled with the entire absence of any 
effectual inquiry into their habits or course of life, 
their resort to workhouses has greatly increased, and 
will no doubt continue to do so. 15
With Pigott’s enthusiastic support, the Surrey Guardians launched 
a vigorous attack upon vagrancy in their area.
When Pigott first visited the Surrey Unions, he discovered that 
few guardians were imposing taskwork or providing specialist 
accommodation for their vagrants. There: were no tramp wards at
if 5
Chertsey and the guardians refused to build any, preferring to
6rent a house instead. Dorking workhouse also lacked specialist
1 Ibid, p 270*
2 Ibid, p 271.
3 Colonel Pigott’s Report on Vagrancy: PRO M3^6l/l898fiA/l8 
September 1847*
4 R. Hall’s ms report: PRO MH12 12l46/6008a/6 April 1847*
3 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12146/23358/30 August 1848.
6 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12146/30721/8 November 1848.
wards and the guardians could not be persuaded to go to the expense
1of building them when they had only just provided a new ‘cage. 1
In 1848, they informed the central authority that they had no funds
2for such purposes. Male vagrants were lodged in the stable and
3female tramps in the receiving ward at Epsom until 1832 when the
4guardians agreed to erect specialist accommodation; this was only
a Pyrrhic victory for the central authority as the wards were
immediately commandeered for other purposes and the vagrants housed 
5in the stables. Farnhara workhouse had no tramp wards when it was 
taken over by the central authority in 1846 but quickly remedied this 
defect.^ There were tramp wards already in existence at Godstone
workhouse and although they were too small to cope with *the recent
7 8resort of vagrants1, the guardians agreed to enlarge them. A
similar situation existed at Guildford where in 1847 the guardians
9
were having to house 27 vagrants per night in inadequate accommodation.
10For a year the guardians did nothing and then reluctantly built tvro
11new wards to house a total of 80 vagrants. But by the time they 
were finished they were already too small to cope with the increasing
1 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12222/3460a/25 February 1847.
2 Dorking Union to the PDB: PEO MH12 12222/19072a/12 December 184?.
3 E. Hall*s ms report: PEO MH12 12238/3177a/20 February 1847*
R. Hall*s ms report: PEO MH12 12238/12358/26 April 1848.
4 G. Pigott*s ms report: PEO MH12 12239/36374/23 September 1832.
3 G. Pigott*s ms report: PEO MH12 12241/31471/23 July 1839.
6 G. Pigott*s ms report:. PEO MH12 12271/13991a/27 August 184?.
7 G. Pigott*s ms report: PEO MH12 12316/18663a/10 December 1847*
8 Ibid.
9 G. Pigott*s ms report: PEO MH12 12336/2863a/13 February 1847*
10 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12336/353a/1 January 1848.
11 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12336/17643/25 May 1849*
1
number of applicants, Hambledon had no wards until Inspector
2 3Pigott and the Poor Law Commissioners brought pressure to bear
4on the guardians. Then new wards were quickly erected. According
to Inspector Pigott in l8*f9* Hambledon was less troubled by vagrants
than many other unions and only had to cope-with about 60 applicants 
5a week, Kingston like Guildford was one of.the main refuges for
vagrants in Surrey and although its vagrant accommodation, diet and
taskwork were of the most forbidding..nature, the number of tramps
applying for relief rapidly increased. So many of the newcomers
were ill that the workhouse was constantly threatened with epidemics
until the guardians ordered the ground floor of the infirmary to be
6given over to the housing and treatment of sick tramps, Reigate
7Guardians housed vagrants in their stables until 18^7 when separate
8buildings were erected so that the horses should not be disturbed.
By 18^7 the tramp wards at Richmond were inadequate: asmany as 22
men were being crammed into a 16 foot square ward designed to take
sixteen while ten women were housed in a ward .measuring fifteen by 
9nine feet. Nothing was done to relieve the congestion until 1833
10when new wards were built; these were promptly taken over for 
other purposes and the vagrants housed in the.stables.
1 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12336/1617 V 2 3  May 18^9.
2 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/^933^/13 March 18^ *7*
3 The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MK12 12372/7016a A  May 18 -^7,.
4- G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/^9121 a/20 December 18^ -7.
3 G. Pigott»s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/16172/9 May 18^9.
6 KRO BG8/11/3, p 197 - 8 August 1848.
7 KRO BG9/11A, P 203 - 29 June 18^7.
8 Ibid, p 212 - 20 July 18^7-
9 KRO BG10/11A, p 3^— 10 June 18 7^.0
10 KRO BG10/11A, p 261- 6 December 1833.
In spite of their reluctance to expend capital on new buildings
and their failure to impose agreed taskwork, the Surrey Boards of
Guardians became progressively more apprehensive as the numbers of
vagrants continued to mount, Epsom Guardians wrote to the Poor
Lav/ Board demanding that Parliament pass special legislation to
deal with this problem, only to be informed that there was no
2chance of this in the foreseeable future. While their fellow
guardians vacillated, Guildford Guardians inagurated one of the
first fullscale attempts to deter vagrants by the employment of
police as assistant relieving officers. Colonel Pigott reported
enthusiastically in l8*f9 that before the police superintendent*s
appointment, Guildford workhouse had been receiving 33& vagrants a
week but since his appointment the average had fallen to 130 weekly.
Colonel Pigott informed the Poor Law Board that he believed that the
*Guildford system* should be adopted throughout the country.
5 6Similar arrangements were quickly introduced by Chertsey, Dorking
7and Farnham Unions.
The Surrey Guardians* only other tactic in face of the growing 
number of tramps was to refuse relief to all able-bodied vagrants 
except the sick, the pregnant, women with children, and the utterly 
destitute. Such an approach had been adopted by Chertsey Guardians
1 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/13617V2 May 184-9.
2 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12239/13617^/12 June 18^9*
3 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12336/161?V23 May 18^9.
4 Ibid.
3 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 121^-6/30721/8 November l8*f8.
6 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH 12 12222/3192/13 February 18^9*
7 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12272/38833/28 October 1853.
1as early as 1840, although the resolution must have been rescinded
subsequently as the guardians grumbled to the Poor Lav; Board in
1847 that vagrants far outnumbered regular paupers. Having
relieved 664 vagrants between 29th September, 1847 and 1st March,
31848, the guardians decided to exclude the able-bodied from the 
4workhouse. Epsom Guardians decided to adopt the same policy citing
5
Croydon, Chertsey and Guildford Unions as precedents. They wrote 
to the central authority shortly afterwards to inform them that the
6new approach had already succeeded in dramatically reducing vagrancy.
7 8Farnham and Guildford Unions had indeed ceased to accept able-
bodied vagrants in 1847* Because they had far less trouble vdLth
vagrants than the other Surrey Unions, Hambledon Guardians were
slower to impose such a ban; they believed that they could deter
vagrants by offering them a meagre supper of five ounces of bread and .
9
water and no breakfast. However, they too had fallen into line with
10the rest of the Surrey Unions by 1831• Kingston experienced one
of the most dramatic increases in vagrancy in the Surrey area; the
annual total relieved rose rapidly: 931 in 1841; 1,470 in 1842; 2,136
in 1843; 2,4/s* in 1844; and 2,6G£ in 1843*^ In desperation, they
12too adopted the ban in 1848. Reigate Guardians also came to the
same conclusion in 1848, as did Richmond Guardians when the master
of the workhouse informed them that more and more tramps v/ere making
their way to Richmond on learning that neighbouring unions were
14
refusing to receive able-bodied vagrants. The retiring Chairman of
1 KRO BG1/11/2, p 196 - 16 June 1840.
2 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12146/18382a/8 December 1847*
3 Memorial of the Chertsey Ratepayers to the PLB: PRO MH12 12146/ 
8016/18 March 1848.
4 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12146/23338/30 August 1848.
3 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/10323/4 April 1849.
6 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/13617/2 May 184-9 ( c >
7 G. Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12271/13991a/27 August 1847*
8 G. Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12336/2863a/l3 February 1847*
9 G. Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12572/^6172/3 May 1849.
10 G. Pigott’s ms report: FRO MH12:12372/444^/13 January 1831.
11 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO' MH12 .12391/2911a/14 March 1846.
12 KRO BG8/11/3, p 294 - 8 May 1849*.
13 G. Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 ,12377/21209/12 July 1849•
14 KRO BG10/11/4, p 182 - 19 October,1848. ' :
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the Epsom Board of Guardians reviewed the effects of this policy in 
1831: *••••♦ our Rates were lightened, the morals of our Poor were 
freed from the pollution of those outcasts of Society - whose lives 
are fraught with every vice - too indolent to work, they batten 
upon begging, imposture and theft* Many respected Tradesmen of 
Epsom have told me that they.can now leave their shops unprotected, 
when formerly it required the greatest vigilance to protect their 
property.*1
These policies brought about an ephemeral improvement in the
situation both nationally and locally, but by 1837 vagrancy was on
the increase again and the Poor Law Board felt obliged to draw
the attention of the local authorities to the need for uniform
action. In a circular letter of 30th November, 1837? they pointed
out that *under the new Poor Law, the intention is that systematic
relief in a workhouse shall be afforded to this class of persons,
in order that no real case of destitution may be uncared for, and
that a sufficient test may be applied in the workhouse, in order to
2ascertain whether destitution is real or feigned.* However, the
central authority*s advice was so hackneyed that the boards of
guardians remained largely unaffected by this rallying call. Richmond
Guardians pointed out that no real improvement could be expected until
the central authority laid down clear regulations dealing with the
accommodation, dieting and labour testing of vagrants and insisted
that they be applied universally throughout the length and breadth 
3
of the country.
In Surrey the vagrancy problem created the greatest stir at 
Guildford Union where disagreements over the treatment of vagrants 
became a cause celebre. In spite of the employment of the police as 
assistant relieving officers and a deterrent regime within the tramps
1 KRO BG3/11/7, P 2.6k - 2 April 1831.
2 See Mackay T., op. cit., Vol. Illy p 378.
3 Copy of ; a letter to the PLB: KRO. BG10/11/7* p 230 - 23 December
wards, vagrancy became an ever greater problem until in despair the
guardians passed a resolution withdrawing all relief from vagrants
1except in cases of emergency* The guardians believed that their
provision of food tempted many vagrants to resort to Guildford who
would not have done so otherwise; they had evidence that many
vagrants kept part of their food allowance and sold it on leaving 
2the workhouse* J. C* Hudson, an important local ratepayer, took 
exception to the resolution and complained about it to the Poor Law 
Board* A few weeks later, he wrote again to express his abhorrence 
of the published views of the chairman of the guardians and claimed 
that destitute workmen in Guildford had to choose between death from 
starvation and a place in the county gaol* The West Surrey Times 
reported that the chairman of the guardians had upbraided the master 
of the workhouse for giving vagrants breakfast after they had 
completed the prescribed taskwork, reminding him that no food was 
to be given to any vagrants except in exceptional circumstances* At 
a later board meeting, Major Onslow, an influential guardian, gave 
his full support to the chairman and made, it clear that he and like 
minded guardians were determined to stamp out vagrancy in the
5
Guildford area* On receiving official notification of the 
controversial resolution,^ the central authority wrote to the 
guardians reminding them that every destitute person, vagrant or 
not, was entitled to. relief under Article 215? no. 6 of the Consolidated 
Order of 18^7*^
1 KRO BG6/11/12, pp 386-7 - 20 March 1838; reported in Guildford 
Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/19727/15 May 1838.
2 Ibid* ' V..' . ' , ... ..
3 J. C. Hudson to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/16213/1 May 1838*
k J. C. .Hudson to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/18480/12 May 1838.
3 The West Surrey Times, 22 May 1838*
6 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/19727/13 May 1838.
7 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12338/19727/2 June 1838.
However, the guardians faced by the tremendous increase in
vagrancy paid no heed to this advice, especially as they quarrelled
with H. Harding, the Chief Constable of Surrey, over whether police
officers acting as assistant relieving officers should be paid by the
1board of guardians for their services. Inspector Pigott poured oil
upon the flames by pointing out that it was usual for police officers
to perform such duties without remuneration: as a result the chief
■3
constable ordered his officers to relinquish such situations. In 
deference to his wishes, the Poor Law Board recommended that board
if
of guardians give way and pay reasonable remuneration. This, 
however, they refused to do.
In 1859» the angry, resentful guardians wrote to the central
authority demanding to know what they could do to stem the rising
tide of vagrancy: they had relieved 200 vagrants in 1831,,1,000 p.a.
between 185^ and 1836 and 2,009 in 1837* They pointed out that they
had greatly reduced their numbers in.1898 by \*ithdrawing relief from
all but the genuinely needy, but now that they had acceded to Mr.
Pigott*s demand that all vagrants be relieved they were *back to
square one*. They demanded to know how the central authority could
defend a system by which fthe wickedest and most dangerous class in
5society are relieved without a question. 1 The Poor Law Board could
only reply that according to the law all destitute persons, irrespective
of their occupation or lack of it, had to be relieved and that only
6known malingerers could be refused admittance. Unsatisfied, the
guardians wrote again asking for more positive advice as vagrants
7were flocking into Guildford for relief. The central authority
1 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/38^93/28 August 1838.
2. G. Pigott to H. Harding: PRO MH12 12338/38^92/7 September 1838.
3 . H. Harding to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12338/38^93/9 October 1838.
4 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12338/384-93/^ November 1838*
3 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12339/44-98/22 January 1839.
6 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12339/4498/20 February 1839*
7 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12339/11723/19 March 1839.
restricted itself to observing that Guildford*s problems were no 
greater than those of Brighton, Oxford, Beading and Windsor, and 
called on them to make up their quarrel with the chief constable
-1
and have a police officer appointed assistant relieving officer.
This the guardians foolishly refused to do; instead they resolved 
that vagrants should be forced to take a cold bath on entering the 
workhouse.^
Between 1838 and 1863, Guildford Guardians struggled unavailingly
against the rising tide of vagrancy: in i860, there were 1,093
3
vagrants; in 1861, 1,820; in 1862, 3»233; and in 1863* 4-,276. A
committee of enquiry pointed out that as 1^0 unions including 
Chertsey, Borking and Farnham were employing police as assistant 
relieving officers, vagrants were attracted to Guildford by the 
easier conditions. Summing up,;the committee'insisted, that something 
be done immediately to deal with a situation ‘which places the 
worthless Tramp in a far preferable position to the honest labourer
■ Zj.
in the Union and is a direct encouragement to Boguery and Imposture. 1
Only one solution presented itself to the guardians: the reinstatement
of the police as assistant relieving officers. The quarrel with the
chief constable was made up and Superintendent Parr appointed
5assistant relieving officer with an annual salary of £20. Parr
interpreted the regulations as strictly as possible and the number
of vagrants fell from-2,173 in the first six months of 1863 to 286
6in the second six months.
1 The PLB to Guildford Union: PBO MH12 12339/11723/27 April 1839.
2 KEO BG6/11/13, p 139 - 28 May 1839-
3 KRO BG6/11/1*S pp 4-48-432 - 20 June 1863.
4 Ibid.
3 Ibid, p - k July 1863 and Guildford Union to ’ the PLB: PBO MH12 
123W26671/6 July 1863.
6 KRO BG6/11/13, p 71 -  30 January 1864-.
However such a remarkable reduction in numbers could only be 
accomplished by causing the honest wayfarer as well as the Worthless* 
vagrant considerable hardship and it was not long before the mayor
of Guildford, D. M..Jacob, was complaining to both the board of
1 2 guardians and the central authority about the problems caused
by homeless vagrants. He illustrated his point by describing how
two men had been brought before him in the magistrates court for
begging and breaking windows after being refused relief by super- 
3intendent Parr. Under examination, superintendent Parr admitted 
that:-.when the vagrants were searched they had no valuables of any 
kind with which to pay for lodgings and yet they had been turned away
4in * bitter weather. * The chairman of the board of guardians hotly
denied that he and his colleagues were lacking in humanity, claiming
that they were merely trying *to relieve the necessities of the
deserving poor and to suppress Vagrancy by discriminating between
5the destitute wayfarer and the professional tramp.* In spite of 
all their difficulties, the guardians did not make vagrants perform 
taskwork as Inspector Cane pointed out in the same year. On this 
being brought to their attention the board of guardians immediately 
passed a resolution ordering male vagrants to pick one pound and
7female tramps 'half a pound of oakum before leaving the workhouse.
Certainly, the unprepossessing nature of the tramp wards should
have done something to dissuade vagrants from applying to the Guildford
officers for relief. Richard Cane complained in 1863 that there was
8no means of heating the wards and in 1866 that the male wards had no
1 Ibid, pp 81-2 - 30 February 1864.
2 D. M. Jacob to the PLB: PRO MH12 12340/27679/3 July 1864.
3 KRO BG6/11/13? PP 81-2 - 30 February 1864.
4 Ibid.
3 Ibid, pp 87-8 - 27 March 1864.
6 Mr. Cane,s ms report: PRO MH12 12340/37673/8 October 1864.
7 KRO BG6/11/13? uo page number, 8 October 1864*
8 Mr* Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 123^P/12148/8 April 1863.
proper bedding or sleeping places except for a little loose straw on
the floor while the female wards were ’dark, very damp, too confined,
'I
without ventilation and underground. 1 Moreover, the inmates had
no means of communicating with the workhouse officers during the
night in case of sickness or emergency; the guardians finally agreed
2to install a bell. However, the stream of vagrants continued 
unabated and superintendent Parr responded by refusing to relieve 
the able-bodied with predictable results: angry vagrants annoyed 
the townspeople by their importunate begging and by committing a 
host of petty crimes.
During 1867, the mayor and-burgesses of Guildford complained 
frequently and unsuccessfully to the board of guardians on this 
scor? and finally wrote to the Poor Law Board drawing their attention 
to the wholly unsatisfactory state of affairs existing in Guildford 
and asking that some means be found of providing tramps with a 
night’s lodgingJ* On the same day, John Hughes, the editor of the 
V/est Surrey Times also complained to the central authority about the 
way in which tramps were treated at Guildford and supported his 
argument by quoting a number of cases where, he believed, tramps
5
had got themselves arrested to obtain a night’s food and lodging.
He claimed, for example, that William Parker, a sick vagrant, who
was seeking work as a shoemaker, on being refused relief,.had
deliberately got himself arrested, by throwing stones at lamp
standards; two other vagrants, Richard Arthur and Thomas Day, gave
7the same reason for stealing a coat.
1 Mr. Cane’s ms report: PRO MH12 123^1/9698/10 March 1866.
2 KRO BG6/11/13, P ^50 - 10 March 1866.
3 KRO BG6/11/16, pp 197-8 - 9 November 1867.
b A. Coleman to the PLB: PRO MH12 123^1/^3731/9 November 1867.
3 J. Hughes to the PLB: PRO MH12 123^1/^2038/9 November 1867.
6 West Surrey Times, 26 October 1867»
7 West Surrey Times, 9 November 1867*
The guardians questioned Parr closely on these cases, but he
steadfastly maintained that he relieved all destitute v/omen and
children and men who were genuinely in search of work. He
claimed that many tramps made up this kind of story to win people’s
sympathy. The board of guardians gave the superintendent their 
2full support. In the four years he had acted as assistant 
relieving officer in charge of tramps, he had received a total of 
6,488 applications for relief, 3 »4-95 from men, 600 from women and 393
"Z
from children; he had relieved 357 men, 534-- women and 393 children. 
The Poor Law Board sympathised with the guardians * predicament but 
pointed out that they were required by law to relieve the genuinely 
destitute. They recommended that strict enquiries be made into the 
background of all applicants for relief and that those who qualified 
for it should be thoroughly searched, bathed and required to perform
-4-the prescribed taskwork on the morning following their admission.
Under attack from the borough council, the local newspapers and
the central authority, the guardians’ united front collapsed. The
Reverend Portal, the leader of the moderate, conformist party within
the board of guardians, suggested that the board petition Parliament
to pass a law allowing only ’bona fide travellers’ to be relieved in
workhouses and directing that other kinds of vagrant be accommodated
5in separate buildings controlled by the police. However, according 
to'John Hughes, the board continued ’contumacious* and refused to 
’carry out the instructions of the Poor Law Board - thereby setting 
both Parr and humanity at defiance.*^ In face of growing public
1 W. Parr to Francis Scott, Chairman of the Guildford Board of 
Guardians: PRO MH12 1234-1/48365/14- December 1867*
2 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1234-1/48365/14- December 1867.
3 Ibid.
4- The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 123^1/18365A/2 7  December 1867.
5 KRO BG6/11/16, p 24-7 - 22 February 1868.
6 J. Hughes to the PLB: PRO I® 12 1234-2/844-5/7 March 1868.
concern, the Reverend Portal moved that the Poor Law Boardfs
instructions be conveyed to superintendent Parr, but his motion
'i
was defeated by seven votes to five* By this time, Guildford*s
vagrancy problem Jiad attained nationwide publicity and a copy of
the correspondence between the central authority and the Guildford
2Board of Guardians was placed before the House of Commons.
This unwanted publicity further deepened the divisions within
the board of guardians. Mr. Bullen, one of its members, wrote to
the Poor Law Board on several occasions complaining that Parr was
3refusing to relieve professional iramps*. Finally, the Reverend
Portal and four other guardians wrote to the central authority asking
it to take direct action to enforce the implementation of the vagrancy
if
laws in Guildford Union. While the Poor Law Board was waiting to
receive the board of guardianIs observations, Parr died and the chief
constable of the Surrey constabulary■wisely intimated that he could
5
not spare another officer for such onerous duties. In the circum­
stances the board of guardians decided not to appoint another
assistant relieving officer until *the Poor Lav; Board*s long delayed 
circular on Vagrancy* arrived. They informed the central authority 
that since relaxing their controls the number of vagrants relieved 
had risen from 303 in the half year ending Michaelmas 1867 to 1,330;
n
during the same period in 1868, an increase of 338 per cent. The
long a\;aited Poor Law Board circular provided no new solutions to the
vagrancy problem and so the guardians fell back on their old system
and appointed superintendent Law, the headof fttborough police force,
8
assistant relieving officer.
1 West Surrey Times, 11 April 1868.
2 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 123^3/19383/12 May 1868.
3 For example, lie*. Bullen to the PLB: PRO MH12 123^3/3889/
23 February 1868.
k Reverend Portal to the PLB: PRO MH12 123^3/3377^/8 July 1868.
3 KRO BG6/11/16, p 315 - 23 July 1868.
6 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO. MH12 123^3/37719/3 October 1868.
7 Ibid. t -
8 KRO BG6/11/16, p 370 - 12 December ;1868 and Guildford Union to the 
PLB: PRO MH12 123^3/630W 26 December 1868.
Lawrs appointment was the signal for a return to the old policy
of refusing able-bodied vagrants relief. The Reverend Portal
directed the central authority*s attention to superintendent Law*s
statement to the borough magistrates during the case of one John
Powell, a vagrant who had smashed the police station*s windows on
being refused relief, that *1 have no doubt the prisoner is a
professional tramp and I am determined not to relieve these 
'I
Characters.* Once again, the central authority wrote to the board
2of guardians asking for their observations. Superintendent Law
denied refusing Pov/ell relief and the majority of the guardians
3
gave him their full support. During the autumn, another trial of
strength took place betv/een Portal*s moderates and the anti-vagrant
group: Portal suggested that Law be replaced by the newly appointed
if 5
superintendent of labour, but the motion was defeated.
Nothing was settled by this decade of argument and controversy: 
the board of guardians lapsed into its old illegal ways and the 
vagrancy problem remained as serious as ever. On 11th June, 1870, 
the guardians sent a memorial to the Poor Lav; Board stating that 
as *the increase in vagrancy in this neighbourhood is becoming 
overwhelming the guardians therefore pray that some steps be adopted 
calculated to keep it within favourable limits and that the Board of 
Guardians be relieved from attention to this class of cases which is
1 Reverend Portal to the PLB: PRO MH12 123^-2/3383/13 January 1869; 
the case and the /.Superintendents words were reported in the 
Borough and County News, 9 January 1869*
2 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 123^2/3383/22 January 1869.
3 Guildford Union to the PLB: PR0MH12 123^2/10376/20 Febuary 1869.
h KRO BG6/11/17, p 73 - 27 November 1869.
3 Ibid, p 8 f^ - k December 1869.
'I
foreign to their proper functions*1 As there was nothing that the 
central authority could do, the Guildford Guardians had to 
reconcile themselves to receiving larger and larger numbers of 
vagrants during the last quarter of the nineteenth century*
Guildford*s experiences were by no means unique at either the
national or the local level* Epsom Union, however, did not suffer
as badly as Guildford until the later Tsixties* In 1866 and 1867*
2 3Inspectors Cane and Smith noted that vagrants were.still lodged
in the workhouse stables at Epsom and called for the erection of
specialised tramp wards* Eventually, the guardians complied and
Inspector Henley reported the opening of the new wards in 1867.^
5Almost immediately, their vagrancy figures doubled* Stirred to
action at last by this unexpected development, the guardians
6imposed taskwork on all casual paupers and asked the central
authority*s permission to appoint-members of the police force as
7
assistant relieving officers. By this time the number of vagrants
was so great that the males occupied both wards and the female tramps
8were.housed in the stable loft. At the beginning of 1869, the Epsom
Board of Guardians wrote to the central authority deploring *the large
and continual increase of Tramps and Casual Poor* and asked that the
9facts be brought to Parliament*s attention. In the meantime, they
10agreed on Inspector Henley*s insistence to convert the stables into 
proper female tramp wards. By 1870, there had been no reduction in
1 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1234-2/30168/25 June 1870.
2 Mr. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 1224-2/10759/21 March 1866.
3 Br. Smith*s ms report: PRO MH12 1224-3/19726/17 May 1867.
4- Mr. Henley*s ms report: PRO MH12 1224-3/4424-/31 January 1868.
5 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12-122^ 2/24-734/4- June 1868.
6 Mr. Henley*s ms report: PRO MH12 1224-3/44-24-/31 January 1868.
7 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1224-3/24-734-/4- June 1868.
8 Mr. Henley*s ms report: PRO MH12 1224-3/3374-9/14- July 1868.
9 Epsom Union to the PLB: KRO BG3/H/9» PP 801-2 - 13 January 1869.
10 Mr. Henley*s ms report: PRO MH12 1224-2/17689 and KRO BG3/11/9,
p 837 - 5 May 1869.
the number of applicants for relief but at least the guardians had
tumble* accommodation to offer which was as good as that to be had
1in other *ordinary workhousesT*
Kingston Guardians were similarly affected by the sudden
2increase in vagrancy during the 1860s* The guardians and the
district inspector first noticed the increasing pressure in 1863*
The guardians set up a committee to discover ways of restricting
vagrancy. They recommended that more accommodation in the form of
a shed be constructed, that a diet of six ounces of bread be
provided at both supper and breakfast, and that vagrants be required
4to pick oakum in return for their food and lodging. However, the
5
guardians made no effort to implement these recommendations until
pressurised by their new district inspector, Basil Cane. He was
horrified to discover that they were relieving as many as 8,000
vagrants a year: 3*163 been admitted in the half year ending
23th March, 1864* Following the introduction of taskwork, the
number of vagrants in the Lady Bay quarter fell from 1,24-2 in 1864
to 74-3 in 1863* Indeed, the guardians were so impressed by the
success of this experiment that they increased the amount of oakum
the male vagrants had to pick from one and half to two pounds and the
8female tramps from a half to a whole pound. This change remained
undetected until 1868 when the Poor La\* Board insisted that the
board of guardians restore their labour tests to the original 
9dimensions. However, Mr. Cane was still not satisfied as the
1 Mr. Henley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12242/1004-9/21 February 1870.
2 KRO BG8/11/8, p 53 - 20 October 1863*
3 Mr. Corbett’s ms report: PRO MH12 12398/36821/1 October 1863*
4 KRO BG8/11/8, p 59 - 3 November 1863*
5 Mr. Cane’s ms report to PRO MH12.12398/46707/6 December 1864*<
6 Ibid.
7 Mr. Cane’s ms report to PRO MH12.12399/14504/25 April 1865.
8 KRO BG8/11/8, pp 233-4 - 13 December 1864.
9 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12401/48805/30 October 1868.
vagrant wards were *by far the least effective and satisfactory
parts of the Workhouse1* As he insisted that the construction of
specialist wards would be the most effective means of reducing 
1vagrancy, the guardians complied and set about erecting such 
2
buildings. After studying the arrangements in neighbouring unions,
they also decided to appoint policemen as assistant relieving 
3officers. As soon as Sir Richard Mayne, the Commissioner of the
4-Metropolitan Police, and the Poor Law Board agreed to this, the
5new arrangements were implemented. Unlike their Guildford contemp­
oraries , Kingston Guardians v/ere prepared to pay these officers when
Sir Richard Mayne requested this in 1867* In consequence, there
£
was no harmful interruption of police supervision in Kingston. .
Continuing their policy of-maximum cooperation, Kingston
7
Guardians decided to construct new tramp wards. During the following 
year, these were erected and model arrangements adopted. Inspector 
Henley reported in 1870 that vagrants were searched, bathed, and 
provided with workhouse clothes while their own garments v/ere 
fumigated. He also remarked on the reduction in the number of 
male vagrants brought about by the substitution of stone breaking
g
for oakum picking. In spite of all their efforts, the guardians 
were.deeply disappointed by the continuing upward trend in applications 
for relief and resolved to end the appointment of policemen as
9assistant relieving officers as the experiment had been a failure.
The transition from the Poor Law Board to the Local Government Board
saw no improvement in the vagrancy problem and by 1877*. Kingston
10Guardians v/ere relieving almost 11,000 vagrants a year.
1 Mr. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12399/37799/17 October 1865.
2 KRO BG8/11/8, p 392 - 31 October 1865.
3 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12400/4605/31 January 1866.
4 KRO BG8/11/8, p 9 - 6 February 1866.
3 Ibid, p 12 - 13 February 1867.
6 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MET12 12400/43393/12 June 1867.
7 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12.12401/537^1/9 November 1868.
8 Mr. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH12.-12402/8173/7 February 1870.
9 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO 24H12 12402/29934/3 July 1871.
10 KRO BG8/11/16, p 249- 11 September 1877.
Reigate Guardians also became aware of the increasing pressure
of vagrancy in the early ’sixties* ±n l86*f, they reintroduced
1
taskwork for this class of pauper: men were required to pick a
pound of oakum, or pump water or work in the workhouse fields for
four hours* Inspector Cane reported in 1865 that the guardians
were strictly enforcing taskwork and that this salutory policy had
reduced the number of applications for relief: during the half year
ending at Michaelmas l86*f, there were 925 applications but during
0
the similar period in 1865 there were only 728* Unfortunately,
as in the case of the other Surrey.Unions, this slight reduction in
vagrancy proved to be a passing phenomenon* By 1867, the Reigate
officers were being importuned by so many vagrants that the guardians
wrote to the Surrey Commission of Peace asking them to impose a
3uniform policy upon the county’s boards of guardians* Meanwhile, 
the superintendent of Reigate Borough Police agreed to act as
h
assistant relieving officer for vagrants at a salary of £10 p*a*
At the beginning of 1866, the guardians approached the central
authority with a petition containing the same points and requesting
in addition that genuine wayfarers be given passes and allowed to
enter workhouses while professional vagrants were dealt with by the 
5
police* In the meantime, they set about providing additional tramp 
accommodation as Dr* Smith requested*^ They were greatly incensed 
by the inadequacy of the central authority’s circular on vagrancy 
and wrote complaining that it was only permissive instead of being 
compulsory and that it merely reiterated existing unsuccessful 
policies* The guardians called for the introduction of a new law 
prohibiting relief to able-bodied vagrants who should be dealt with 
by the police and housed in special wards attached to police stations; 
the police should be authorised to detain casual paupers until they
1 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12582/36510/29 September l86*f.
2 Mr* Cane’s ms report: PRO MH12 1258^/^-1366/8 November 1865*
3 A copy of the petition in KRO BG9/11/8, p 350 - 11 September 1867*
4- Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12583/27971/5 July 1867.
5 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12-12583/^308/3 February 1868.
6 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12'1258^/35^88/11 September 1867*
had had time to verify their stories; the general public should be
prevented from giving alms; and genuine wayfarers should be lodged 
1in workhouses. As the central authority appeared to have neither
the power nor the desire to follow up these suggestions, the
guardians contented themselves with making the taskwork they set
male vagrants as unpleasant as possible by insisting that each
2break half a yard of stone before leaving the workhouse.
Richmond followed an almost identical pattern; in 1862, the
guardians were forced by the increasing number of applicants to
build specialist tramp wards in addition to the stable where they
3
had lodged vagrants previously; taskwork which had been discontinued
many years previously was reimposed at the central authority*s
request in 1862;^ and in 1864-, the guardians persuaded Sir Richard
Mayne, the Commissioner,', of the Metropolitan Police, to supply them
5with an assistant relieving officer.- During the next six months
6applications for the House declined by almost 1,500. However, as
soon as the novelty had worn off, vagrants appeared in larger
numbers than ever and the guardians were forced to order the
construction of special wards where sick tramps could be lodged and 
7treated. Model wards were built, consisting of a series of
individual cells each containing its own water closet and bath while
8fumigating rooms were attached to the main buildings. Unfortunately,
this did little to solve their problems and as a result the board of
guardians wrote to the central authority calling for the imposition
9of *an uniform system of dealing with Tramps in this country.* Shortly
1 Copy of letter to the PLB: in KRO BG9/H/9» P 70 - 13 January 1869.
2 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12583/59^51/16 December 1869.
3 Mr. Hall*s ms report: PRO MH12 12600/25050/1 July 1862.
b PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12600/25050/5 July 1862.
5 Richmond Union to the ELB: PRO MH12 12600/11818/9 April l86*f.
6 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12600/^6326/8 December l86*f.
7 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12-12600/4-9680/29 Deeember 1865.
8 Mr. Corbett*s ms report: PRO MH12' 12600/1938^/17 May 1867.
9 KRO BGr10/11/9, P V75 - 26 September 1867.
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Fig. 1b The Casual Ward in Marylebone V/orkhouse during the 1860s
afterwards, Sir Richard Mayne demanded that his men be paid for
performing their duties as relieving officers and withdrew his
1officers when the central authority refused to agree. As a result,
there was an immediate and significant increase in vagrancy so that
Richmond Guardians had to write to Sir Richard Mayne requesting that
2the previous arrangement be revived. Eventually, a compromise was
worked out by which the guardians granted policemen acting as
3
assistant relieving officers a gratuity each year. Even with 
police support, a further increase in vagrancy could not be prevented 
and in 1871, Richmond Guardians had to ask the police to post a 
constable in'the vicinity of the workhouse to stop vagrants pestering
. hpassers-by.
In 1865, Richard Basil Cane prepared a report on vagrancy "in-
5
his district which included Surrey for C. P. Villiers. The 
inspector reported that the conditions under which vagrants were 
housed differed enormously from one union to another although few if 
any of the tramp wards could be heated in::winter. At this time,
25 out of the 68 unions for which, he was responsible were employing 
policemen as assistant relieving officers. However, the inspector 
believed that the strict imposition of taskwork was the greatest 
deterrent to vagrancy and pointed out that the highest number of 
applications were made on a Saturday night as there was no taskwork 
on Sundays. Moreover, he complained that although his boards of 
guardians had passed resolutions requiring vagrants to perform task­
work very few actually enforced them. . Moreover, he objected to boards 
of guardians sending vagrants before the magistrates for offences such
1 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12600A9^9Vl6 October 1868.
2 Instructions to Clerk in KRO BG10/11/10, p 4-3 - 16 April 1868.
3 KRO B:10/11/10, p 119 - 15 October 1868.
k KRO BG10/11/11, p 77 - 1 June 1871.
3 R. B. Cane to C. P. Villiers: PRO MH28/9A98H/27 November 1863.-
Continued on page 560
as destroying their clothes as this was just what they wanted: in
prison, they enjoyed much better conditions than in the tramp
wards. Other inspectors like A. Doyle drevr very similar conclusions:
'the casual ward was the resort, not of deserving wayfarers in search
of work, but of thieves, prostitutes, and vagabonds of the lowest
class who worked their districts as regularly as the judges did their 
1circuits.* He believed that the only remedy was to refuse relief
to able-bodied tramps while providing an effective system of
2
certificates or way-tickets for bona-fide job seekers. An analysis
of the inspectors' reports showed that out of 619 unions, 333 or 86
per cent provided vagrant wards of one kind or another, kzb or 68 .5
per cent required vagrants to perform a task, and 292 or *f7 .2 per
3
cent employed the police as assistant relieving officers.
Reluctantly, the central authority issued a circular on
kvagrancy, dated 28th November, 1868, which created considerable
anger among the Surrey Boards of Guardians. It merely suggested
that boards of guardians employ police to look after vagrants; tramps
were to be searched and refused relief if they were found to have the
means of paying for a night's lodging; if relieved, they were to be
bathed; taskwork was to be exacted; they believed that if tramp
wards were divided into single cells this would serve as a deterrent;
worthy wayfarers could be given certificates stating their names,
5occupations, routes, and destinations.
The growth of vagrancy persuaded the Earl of Kimberley to 
introduce a bill into the House of Lords to increase the stringency 
of the law.^ He pointed out that 'One of the defects of the present
1 Mackay T*, op. cit., Vol. Ill, p 382.
2 Ibid, p 383.
3 Analysis based on figures in Mackay T., op. cit., Vol. Ill, p 383.
b 21 PLB (1868), pp 7A-6.
5 Ibid.
6 Ribton-Turner C. J., op. cit., p 302.
law was, that the Poor Law Board had no powers with which to secure
1uniformity of treatment. As a result, the Pauper Inmates Discharge
2
and Regulation Act was passed. This made it possible for assistant
relieving officers to detain professional tramps for more than 24-
hours: a tramp who had discharged himself from a workhouse more than
once in the same month could be held for up to 48 hours and those
who had been discharged from workhouses more than twice within a
two month period could be detained for 72 hours. Casual paupers
were not to be allowed to discharge themselves before eleven ofclock
on the day after their admission, nor before they had completed the
prescribed task. Casual paupers who absconded, refused to be removed
to a workhouse or asylum, refused or neglected the work prescribed
for them or wilfully gave a false name, or made a false statement for
the purpose of obtaining relief were to be treated as idle and
disorderly persons under 3 George IV c 83* Any pauper who repeated
these offences or wilfully destroyed or injured his own clothing, or
damaged the property of the guardians, was to be regarded as a rogue
and a vagabond and punished according to the terms of the same act.
The act also laid down the dietary, the discipline and the style of
3
management the boards of guardians should employ. In spite of the 
act's detailed nature and the more vigorous discipline that it 
required, vagrancy continued to increase.
One of the reasons for the guardians' failure was the negative 
nature of the treatment they meted out to vagrants. Throughout the 
period from 1834- to 1871, they either tried to deter vagrants by 
imposing a strict and sometimes inhuman regimen or to buy them off 
as cheaply as possible; there was no attempt to reform or to interest 
them in their taskwork or to provide them with work on leaving the
1 Ibid.
2 34 and 35 Victoria, c 108.
3 Ibid.
workhouse.- As Aschrott suggested *The great object in their case
ought to be to inspire them with a desire to work, but the work
performed in.the casual wards, which possesses no educational character.-
1is quite unfitted for this object.* Indeed, the treatment they
received served to brutalise them; as a journalist who spent a night
in the casual wards of a London workhouse declared in 1883, *such
treatment as that which I saw meted out,to ray brethren in distress
can only tend to increase the moral and physical degradation of the
man, who by stress of circumstances, or by youthful indiscretion
2
is compelled to start on the tramp.*
As Dr. Edward Smith pointed out in 1863» boards of guardians
did not regard vagrants in the same light as other paupers: they
were an appendage to the relief system rather than an integral part 
3
of it. As the Webbs suggested, the guardians* one idea was to be
Zf
rid of them as quickly as possible.
1 Aschrott P. F., The English Poor Law System Past and Present 
trans. by H. Preston-Thomas (London 1888), p 255.
2 Greenwood J., ft Night in a Workhouse*, Pall Mall Gazette (London 
1866). ’
3 Dr. E. Smith*s Report on Vagrancy, PP 1866, XXXV (3698), p 180.
Zf Webb S. and B., History of English Local Government (London 1929),
Vol. Ill, p 419.
(e) CRIME AND PUNISHMENT I N )THE SURREY WORKHOUSES
Having deprived workhouse inmates of almost all means of self-
fulfilment through gainful and purposeful employment, the Poor Law
authorities were faced with much disobedience and refractory behaviour
particularly in the 1 thirties and ’forties. Discipline and the
1
maintenance of order were the responsibility of the master, who had 
summary powers of instant though strictly limited punishment. Any 
breach of the regulations or refusal to obey the orders of a work­
house officer could be punished at the master’s sole discretion, but 
more usually by order of the board of guardians.
Some guardians like Kingston’s were frankly worried when they
discovered that their master and matron were punishing inmates by
confinement and change of diet without any reference to them. On
2consulting the central authority, Kingston Guardians were informed
that their senior officers did possess summary powers but that they
3could modify them by passing a byelaw. After careful and lengthy
discussion, the guardians decided that ’the Master and Matron should
not punish by confinement any Pauper without the sanction of the
if
Board of Guardians.* However, the Commissioners, although agreeing 
that this resolution was legal and along the lines they had laid down 
the previous year, pointed out that discipline could not be maintained 
at all times unless ’the Workhouse Master had summary pov/ers.* They 
concluded that if the guardians felt that the master could not be 
trusted to exercise these powers wisely, he was not fit to hold
1 See Chapter VIII, pp 6^1“ 1Zj folS-IQ
2 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1 2389/1216a/l3 July 1837.
3 The PLCs to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12389/12l6a/1 August 1837*
k Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/2108a/23 February 1838.
'I
office. Kingston Guardians revoked their decision in deference to
the central authority’s stated opinions, but with unfortunate
results. As the central authority intimated, their master and
matron, Mr. and Mrs. Y/illiam Smith, were not worthy of their office
in this respect at least, and were compelled to resign in 18^-0
following an official enquiry into their conduct which showed that
2they had seriously abused these penal powers. The Smiths1 failure 
to live up to the high standards required of them was not unique. 
Serious allegations of ill treatment were made against Mark Vernon,
■Z
the Master of Leatherhead workhouse, in 1837 and although the
visiting committee exonerated him, the board of guardians wrote to
the central authority seeking authority to dismiss him. The
If.
Commissioners granted the necessary permission.
Similar difficulties were encountered all over the country and 
in a series of circulars and instructional letters the central 
authority called on boards of guardians and Poor Law officers to 
prevent the misuse of these powers. In particular, officers and 
guardians were enjoined to ensure that their inmates* health was
5
not injured as a result of any punishments they might authorise.
Copies of the regulations concerning discipline and punishment were
to be clearly displayed in all workhouse dining halls and school- 
6rooms. Moreover, it was ordered that every pauper who was punished 
or declared refractory should be brought before the next meeting of 
the board of guardians to ascertain whether he had any complaints to 
make about his treatment. Should an inmate lodge a complaint against
1 The PLCs to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12389/2108a/2*f March 1838.
2 Sir Edmund Head’s ms report: PRO MH12 12390/108*f0A/26 October l8*f0;
Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1239Q/11362A/18 November 18^0.
3 KRO BG3/11/1, p 14-8 - 23 January 1837*
Ibid, p 155 - 15 February 1837*
3 Circular Letter, January l8*f1 in 7 PLCs (l8Vl), p 121.
6 Form of Order, Art. 23 in 7 PLCs (18A1), p 118.
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an officer, the visiting committee was instructed to investigate and
report on the matter. Under no circumstances were Poor Lav; officers
to administer corporal punishment to adults although this was
permissable in the case of boys under certain stated conditions.
If physical force was required to remove a recalcitrant adult inmate,
pthe officer concerned had to summon help and witnesses.
Insubordination and disorderly conduct were by far the most
frequent offences to be brought to the notice of the Surrey Guardians
in the period between 183^ and 1871; they accounted for no less than
336.1 per cent of the serious cases. Disorderly conduct ranged
from full scale rioting to individual acts of defiance. An example
of the former category of offence occurred at Chertsey workhouse in
1840 when rioting able-bodied inmates almost destroyed the dining
hall. On the other hand, a particularly difficult Dorking inmate
announced in 1836 that she would rather go to the tread mill for
5
two months than obey the master and the medical officer.
Abscondence of inmates still wearing their workhouse clothes 
was the second largest category. 129 individuals, some 25*7 per 
cent of the total, were punished for this offence. Adult offenders 
were usually sent before the magistrates who1 sentenced them to one 
or two weeks in the house of correction or gaol. Absconding-children 
were usually punished by confinement within the workhouse on a 
modified diet.
1 Instructional Letter, 5 February l8*f2 in 8 PLCs (18^2), p 116.
2 Circular Letter, January 18*H in 7 PLCs (l8Vl), p 121.
3 See Table LVI.
b KRO BG1/11/2, pp 157-8 - 18 February l8*f0.
5 KRO BG^/11/1, n.p.n. - 30 November 1836.
8 .2 per cent of convicted inmates had refused to perform their
taskwork. This was quite common during the 1830s and the 4-1
individuals who were punished for this breach of workhouse regulations
were only the ’ringleaders’, the majority of the paupers concerned
were let off with a caution. George Harcourt, a consistent offender
at Chertsey workhouse, was sentenced to fourteen days hard labour in
184-3 for persuading the able-bodied paupers not to work while the
1rest were sent to the tread mill for varying periods of time.
Similarly, in 184-1, only the six main troublemakers were sent
before the magistrates when the female inmates of Reigate workhouse 
prefused to work. Offences of this kind rarely occurred during the
’sixties; the last reported instance took place at Richmond workhouse
in 1864- when a pauper called John Snow was brought before the bench
for refusing.to work and encouraging the other able-bodied paupers 
3
to do likewise.
Assault on workhouse officers or upon other inmates formed 
ten per cent of the cases. Quite often, inmates like James Archer 
of Walton workhouse returned drunk from ’leave* and attacked other
4-members of their ward. Margaret Briscoe of Dorking workhouse on
5
the other hand was placed in the ’cag'e’ for assaulting the master.
On another occasion, a group of youths attacked the Master of Epsom 
workhouse with a knife and were sent before the magistrates.
1 KRO BG1/11/3, p 77 - 27 December 184-2 and p 82 - 3 January 184-3.
2 KRO BS9/11/2, p 121 - 23 March 184-1.
3 KRO BG10/11/8, p 4-90 - 18 August 1864-.
4- KRO BG1/11/1, p 201 - 7 March 1837*
5 Ibid, n.p.n. - 29 July 1837*
6 BG3/11/5, P 112 - 2.April 184-5.
Theft was more unusual and accounted for only 30 of the
recorded cases, some six per cent of the total* Such crimes
received severe punishment. Two inmates of Guildford workhouse
were sentenced to transportation for ten years for stealing shoes
1from the workhouse store; Matthew Jones, a Hambledon pauper,
2received fourteen years transportation for stealing some ‘shifts1;
and Joseph Thorpe of Richmond v/as transported for seven years for 
3
stealing tools.
Union property was quite often smashed or damaged by angry
inmates and was the reason given for twenty hearings, some four
per cent of the total. Usually, inmates confined themselves to
destroying their workhouse clothing but occasionally they went
further like Elizabeth Bradshaw of Chertsey who was put in charge
If
for smashing all the windows in the dining hall.
Drunkenness was almost completely confined to the Richmond
inmates whose guardians allowed them to leave the house for whole
days at a time. By 1830, so many cases had been reported that the
guardians decided to lodge all paupers returning drunk from leave
5in the mendicant wards. This did not prove to be an effective 
deterrent,.however. Nevertheless, these cases only amount to 3*3 
per cent of the total.
Sexual offences were even rarer - some 1.4 per cent of the 
total - perhaps because they were seldom discovered or recorded.
In 1844 four Hambledon inmates were committed for trial charged with
1 KRO BG6/11/3, p 24 - 7 December 1839.
2 KRO BG7/11/1, p 368 - 14 February 1842.
3 KRO BG10/11/1, p 274 - 21 June 1838.
4 KRO BG1/11/3, P 197 - 12 March 1844.
5 KRO BG10/11/3, p 20 - 7 November 1830.
trying to commit an unnatural offence; a Reigate pauper was sent
2to prison for indecently assaulting a boy; and two Kingston
paupers were expelled from the house for persuading an imbecile
3
to expose himself.
Inmates guilty of blasphemy, obscenity and swearing were 
occasionally taken before the board of guardians and punished, 
usually by confinement on a bread and water diet. Only one per 
cent of the recorded cases arose in this way. An equally small 
number of inmates were punished for insulting workhouse officers.
No doubt the five hundred cases that are recorded in the nine 
surviving sets of union minutes only represent the most serious 
breaches of discipline. No punishment books have been preserved 
but a number of general statements have survived which suggest 
that indiscipline was a much greater problem than appears from 
these few cases. In 1836, the Master of Godalming workhouse 
convinced the Guildford Board of Guardians that he could not keep 
the able-bodied paupers under control without the aid of an 
assistant master.**
The Surrey Guardians employed various illegal forms of punish­
ment to reduce their more obstreperous inmates to obedience. At
5
Dorking workhouse, for instance, the *cage* was in constant use 
while Godstone Guardians wrote to the central authority in 18*H to 
know if they could buy *Cages, Stocks .•••• and Handcuffs* out of
1 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/26*108/7 March l8*f*f.
2 KRO BG9/11/9, P 3^ - 2 December 1868.
3 KRO BG8/11/2, p 133 - 19 March l8¥f.
4 KRO BS6/11/1, p 136 - 12 November 1836.
3 KRO BG2/11/1, n.p.n. - 9 March 1837.
1the rates. Although the Commissioners doubted whether public
funds could be used for such purposes, they made no comment on the
. 2wisdom or legality of using such devices.
Another even less acceptable means of controlling unruly
inmates was to lock them in the Dead House without a light for
hours on end. Mary Wilkins, of Dorking workhouse, for example,
was punished in this way after she had been caught fighting with
3
other women in her ward. At Godstone, serious offenders, like 
Jane English who was found guilty of ‘gross misconduct1, were 
placed in the ‘Black Hole1 and left there until they appeared to
if
be contrite. Similar methods were employed at Richmond Union 
where the Death House was converted into a ‘Dark Hole* for the
5
confinement of the refractory. Such was the indiscipline of the
Richmond inmates that in 1846 the visiting committee suggested that
* 6
three or four additonal ‘Dark Holes1 should be constructed. In
fact, the full board of guardians decided to build only one extra
7
detention room. Probably all the Surrey workhouses had punishment 
cells of this kind although they were rarely mentioned presumably 
as they were usually employed to punish minor misdemeanours which did 
not merit inclusion in the union minutes and which may not have been 
brought to the attention of the guardians.
1 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO 2 1 2 3 1 ^ / 1 January 18*H.
2 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 123lVl53a/21 January 18V1.
3 KRO BG2/11/1, no.p.n. - 29 October 1837.
h KRO BG3/11/1j P 382 - 23 October 1839-
3 KRO BG10/11/1, p 283 - 26 July 1838.
6 KRO BG10/11/3, p 371 - 22 October 1846.
7 Ibid, p 376 - 12 November l8*f6.
The union records afford some glimpse of what may have been a
fairly widespread misuse of such facilities. During an official
enquiry into the alleged misbehaviour of Henry Lanham, the Master
of Dorking workhouse, Assistant Commissioner E. C. Tufnell discovered
that the main witness against the master, Mary Stedman, had been
locked up until she agreed to accuse him of being the father of her
unborn child.' Although the central authority demanded an
2explanation of this inexcusable behaviour, the board of guardians
3offered no arguments in mitigation.
57*2 per cent of the malefactors recorded in the union minutes 
were sent to the magistrates. Unfortunately, the union records 
rarely mention how they were punished. In the 3& cases, v/here such 
information is available, minor offenders were sentenced to several 
weeks in the house of correction or gaol while the major offenders 
were sentenced to transportation.
Nearly a quarter of the accused were punished in the workhouse 
by being placed in solitary confinement on a diet of bread and water. 
4 .8 per cent of the people brought before the boards of guardians 
were let off with a reprimand; 2 .8 per cent had their diet modified - 
usually their meat and cheese allowances were withdrawn; one per cent 
were set extra taskwork to do and another one per cent were discharged 
from the workhouse as being dangerously corrupting influences - these 
were inmates found guilty of sexual crimes. Eight male youths were 
publicly whipped for theft, destruction of union property and 
disorderly behaviour. Apart from the ’Black Holes’ and their like 
which claimed some 3*6 per cent of the offenders, the only other
1 E. C. Tufnell’s ms report: PRO MH12 12220/11737a/28 December 1841.
2 The PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12220/11737V29 December 1841.
3 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 l63a/31 December 1841.
TABLE LVIIs A Quinquennial Analysis of the Incidence of Major Crimes in the 
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recorded form of punishment which appears to have been peculiar to
1JRichmond workhouse was the stopping of ‘leave’.
Although the 502 cases recorded in Tables LVI and LVII 
probably only represent the more serious charges which were brought 
before the boards of guardians, they are a guide at least to the 
pattern and incidence of detected crime during the period. A 
quinquennial analysis of the incidence of crime shows that the 
workhouse authorities experienced their greatest difficulties in. 
the later 1 thirties and early ‘forties when both officers and 
inmates were having to work out new patterns of behaviour under the 
new regulations laid down by the Poor Law Commissioners. During this 
experimental period, Wj per cent of the cases were recorded.
The later ‘forties and ‘fifties saw a dramatic decline in
serious offences which is consistent with the acceptance of the
regulations by both inmates and officers. Moreover, there was a
great decline in the number of able-bodied inmates during this
period with the increase in employment opportunities. If the
absence of recorded cases in nearly all the Surrey Unions can be
accepted as hard evidence, crime virtually disappeared from the
2.
Surrey workhouses during the ‘fifties and ‘sixties.
The one real exception to this encouraging general picture is 
Richmond workhouse where there was a significant incidence of crime 
throughout the period. On the one hand, it might be argued that 
the Richmond pattern is probably the more realistic one as the 
Richmond Union Glerk was the most meticulous of the Surrey officers 
and minuted a host of details which disappeared from the other unions* 
records at a relatively early period*. On the other hand, nearly all 
the. Richmond offences seem to have been the result of the guardians* 
extremely lenient attitude towards their inmates whom they allowed to 
come and go almost at will. To a certain extent the tv/o factors 
cancel each other out and suggest that the general pattern is correct 
if somewhat exaggerated by the omission of some cases from the union 
records due to changes in the clerks* minuting techniques.
1 See Table LVI.
2 see-USable WU.
Chapter VII
RELIGIOUS PROBLEMS AND THE CHAPLAINCY
(a) THE .WORKHOUSE CHAPLAIN
Contemporaries believed that the workhouse chaplain had a vital
part to play in the re-education and rehabilitation of the poor. In
1836 Guildford Guardians resolved that ‘every means calculated to
disengage their (the paupers1) minds from those vicious associations
which unhappily have so strong a hold upon them, should be resorted 
1to .....* They continued: ‘Nothing is so likely to make the
impression we desire to be made on the obdurate mind, as the regular
2attendance at the Public Services of divine worship.‘ The Poor Law
Board supported a section of the Dorking Guardians* call for the
appointment of a chaplain in the following terms, ‘There are none who
stand in more need of the services of responsible religious teachers
3
than the Inmates of Workhouses. 1 It is safe to assume that these
sentiments were shared by the other Surrey Boards of Guardians who
appointed chaplains as a first step towards the salvation of the poor.
Chertsey and Richmond were the first Surrey Unions to do so. Chertsey
appointed the Reverend Pidcock in 1837 with a salary of £30 p.a.^ while
the Richmond Guardians selected the Reverend Henry White in 1836 and
5awarded him a salary of 30 guineas a year. Guildford Guardians followed
£
suit in 1838 and appointed the Reverend Belin at a salary of £60 p.a.
The Reverend Nutting was eventually made chaplain of Godstone workhouse
7 8in 1840 after serving unofficially from 1836 onwards. Kingston
Guardians took longer to make up their minds and did not choose .fcbelf
chaplain, the Reverend Powell, Vicar of Norbiton, until 184-2.^  While
1 KRO BG6/11/1, pp 14-3-7 - 26 November 1836.
2 Ibid.
3 The PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 1222^/17448a/30 November 184-7.
4- KRO BG1/11/1, p 236 - 13 August 1837.
3 Richmond Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12397/672A/23 July 1836.
6 KRO BG6/11/2, p 34- - 20 March 1838.
7 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1 2374-/24-87a/27 February 1840.
8 KRO BG3/11/1, p 14-9 - 13 July 1836.
9 KRO BG8/11/1, p 309 - 2 February l8*f2.
these unions were making do with part-time chaplains, Epsom Guardians
decided in 1838 to appoint a full-time officer, the Reverend John
1Cookesley with a salary of £100 a year. The central authority was
astonished by the size of the salary and questioned its appropriateness
2for the chaplaincy of a small rural union. However, as Epsom
Guardians remained resolute in their determination to have a full-
3 htime officer, the Commissioners sanctioned the arrangement.
Hambledon, Reigate and Dorking Unions adopted different policies
from the others. -Although Hambledon Guardians resolved to appoint
a chaplain in 1836, they did not do so until l8*f6. Between 1837
and l8*f6 , a local priest, the Reverend John Chandler, acted as an
unpaid chaplain. It was only in l8*f6 when the extension of his parish
duties compelled him to withdraw his services^ that the guardians
appointed the Reverend Lamotte as Occasional chaplain* with a salary 
7of £25 p*a.. A permanent chaplain was not appointed until 18^9 when the-
8Reverend John Chandler was chosen and awarded £50 p.a*-..
Reigate Guardians were also saved the expense of appointing a
chaplain by one of .their ex-officio guardians, the Reverend V/ynter,
the Rector of Gatton, who offered to persuade a group of local clergy-
9men to perform the functions of chaplain on a roster basis. He
1 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/8288a/6 September 1838.
2 The PLCs to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12236/8288B/11 September 1838.
3 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/8^5^^/12 September 1838.
The PLCs to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12236/8^51 B/'lk September 1838.
5 KRO BG7/11/1, p 29 - 5 July 1836.
6 Ibid, p 102 - 11 September 1837: Chandler requested permission 
to visit the inmates of the workhouse.
KRO BG7/11/2, p 187 - 12 January l8*f6.
7 Ibid, p 193 - 2 February 18^6.
8 Ibid, p 396 - 1 January 18^9.
9 KRO BG9/11/1, P 102 - 22 March 1837.
succeeded initially and the incumbents of Reigate, Chipstead, Horley
1and Merstham joined him m  this work. However, one by one the
2priests withdrew their services, until only the Reverend Wynter was
left. He continued to serve the inmates until 184-1 when he was
constrained by the growth of his pastoral duties to ask the board of
3guardians to appoint a paid chaplain. It was, however, another
eight years before they complied. In the intervening period, the
incumbent of St. Johns, Redhill, performed the functions of
boccasional chaplain. Eventually, the board of guardians relented
and appointed Henry Gosse, Vicar of St. Johns, Redhill, chaplain with
5a salary of £40 p.a..
\
At Dorking a much more unsatisfactory situation developed. No
effort was made to appoint a chaplain between 1836 and 184-3; indeed
the board of guardians would probably not have acted in 184-3 had
they not received a strong letter from a local clergyman, the Reverend
Richard Connebee of the West Street Independent Chapel, Dorking,
pointing out how unfortunate it would be for *his calling* if the
newspapers were to publish the fact that the inmates of the workhouse
6were dying without the benefit of spiritual consolation. The
guardians declined to allow him to perform the chaplain*s duties free
of charge and set about trying to establish a group of Anglican
7clergymen who would share the task among themselves. Presumably, 
there was an unfavourable response to their appeal as the board 
returned to the question in March and decided after a fiercely contested
1 Ibid, pp 109-110 - 12 April 1837-
2 Ibid, p 333 - 23 October 1839; P 33& ~ 30 October 1839; and p 339 ~ 
13 November 1839*
3 KRO BG9/11/2, n.p.n. - 26 October 184-1.
4- KRO BG9/11/4-, p 268 - 11 January l8b8.
3 Ibid, p 27^ f - 23 January 184-8.
6 KRO BG2/11/3, p 310 - 13 February 184-3*
7 Ibid, p 313 - 20 February 184-3* .
debate to appoint a paid chaplain; in fact the board reached dead­
lock with nine votes being given for and nine against the motion;
'i
but at this point, the chairman gave his casting vote for the motion. 
The dissentients felt so strongly about the matter that they wrote to 
the central authority claiming that one of those whovoted in favour 
of the motion was not qualified to do so; although nominated as a 
county magistrate he had not taken his oath and could not, they
2argued, take part in the board*s proceedings as an ex-officio member.
While approving the motion, the Commissioners were forced to uphold
the dissentients* claim and declared the board*s proceedings null 
3
and void. The whole battle was refought in the following April and
once again ended in deadlock with nine votes being cast for the
A
motion and nine against* A resolution in favour of appointing a
5
chaplain was finally passed in June by eleven votes to eight. 
Unfortunately, the dispute created such depths of ill feeling that 
the chaplain, the Reverend Utterton, encountered almost continuous 
criticism and personal antagonism from the dissentients during his 
period of service,^
At normal times, the chaplain*s duties were straightforward 
enough, Richmond Guardians ruled that he should perform divine
7
service every Sunday and attend the sick and dying whenever necessary.
1 Ibid, p 320 - 6 March 184-3*
2 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/^253/8 April 184-3.
3 The PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12221/40258/14- May 184-3.
4- Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1222l/4076a/8 April 184-3,.
3 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/7^033/12 June 184-5.
6 See pp
7 Richmond Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12597/2678A/25 March 1837.
The timing of divine service quite often led to difficulties as most
chaplains were parish clergymen or curates who were much occupied
with their parish duties on Sundays. In 185^ , the bishop of
Winchester objected to the Hambledon chaplain, Edward Bannister,
1performing divine service on Sundays for this reason. As a result,
Bannister was forced to resign his post, the guardians being anxious
that ’the Indoor Poor should not be deprived of the benefit of 
2Sunday service.1 Bannister’s successor, Henry Wright, overcame
"2
the problem by reading matins at 8.30 each Sunday morning.
A most violent altercation took place between a section of the
Dorking Guardians and their chaplain, the Reverend Flaherty, over
this point. In 1861, the guardians suddenly ordered Flaherty to
perform divine service on a Sunday instead of on a weekday, and when
5
he refused to comply, suspended him. When the central authority
6pointed out that they had exceeded their authority, the guardians
demanded that ’the duties of Chaplain be in future performed in
accordance with Article 12*f of the General Orders of the Poor Law 
7Board.’ They maintained that they had ’gone too far to retract’
and were determined to continue the suspension of the chaplain and
dared the central authority to ’compel them to submit to that which
8they decline any longer voluntarily to allow.*
1 KRO BG7/11/3, P 218 - 9 January 185 .^
2 Ibid, p 219 - 23 January l85*f.
3 Ibid, p 2^6 - 2 October l8f&.
4 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/31590/26 September 1861.
5 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO M12 1222V323A./2 January 1862.
6 The PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 1222^/323B/8 January 1862.
7 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1222^ -/2483/20 January 1862.
According to Article 12*f, ’Divine Service shall be performed every 
Sunday, Good Friday, and Christmas Day in the Workhouse unless the 
Guardians, with the consent of the Commissioners, otherwise, 
direct: Glen W. C., op. cit., p 101.
8 Ibid.
On 30th January, Mr* Cane received a deputation of guardians
and told them that the Poor Law Board could not rule on the matter
of the chaplain*s behaviour until they had reinstated him* As a
result, the board of guardians lifted the suspension while repeating
1their demand that the chaplain perform divine service on Sundays. 
Flaherty pointed out that at the time of his appointment, he had been 
specifically informed that the service would take place during the 
week and that the guardians knew that he would have to resign if their 
demand was upheld* The bishop of Winchester did not believe that the 
service should be held on Sundays when the inmates could attend the 
parish church as they had been doing for nearly 30 years*
When the board of guardians wrote again to complain that the
3chaplain had not complied with their request, the central authority
reminded them that the bishop of the diocese had only sanctioned
Flaherty*s appointment on the understanding that he would not be
4
required to perform Sunday services* Unabashed, the guardians
5
reiterated their demands, and when the central authority insisted
that nothing could be done until the chaplain resigned and another
set of rules compiled,^ they asked to be allowed to send a deputation 
7
to the board* The Commissioners seem to have overcome the guardians* 
opposition during the meeting as they sent a letter to the chaplain 
informing him that the guardians had agreed to the weekly service
being performed on Tuesdays as long as he carried out the duties laid
o
down by Article 211 of the Consolidated General Order of 1847*
1 Mr* Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/24833/1 February 1862.
2 Reverend Flaherty to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/4206/4 February 1862.
3 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MK12 12224/1128^/10 April 1862.
4 The PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12224/11282B/16 April 1862.
5 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/13077/24 April 1862*
6 The PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12224/13077B/7 May 1862.
7 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/20836/4 June 1862.
8 The PLB to Reverend Flaherty: PRO MH12 12224/14722B/14 June 1 862*
Flaherty replied that he had always been most punctilious in the
1performance of these duties: the visiting of the sick.
Even this failed to bring an end to the dispute. In July 1862,
the board of guardians wrote to the central authority contending
that the chaplain could not perform his functions efficiently if he
only attended the workhouse on one day a week; they believed that in
addition to his Tuesday visit to officiate at the weekly service,
he should spend Fridays visiting the old and sick, and make himself
2available at other times to meet emergency situations. The Poor 
Law Board agreed that the guardians had the power to pass such 
resolutions, but suggested that they would have to adjust the
chaplain*s salary if they required him to attend the workhouse on two
3days a week instead of one. This argument seems to have been more 
effective than any other in reconciling the guardians to the existing 
situation and Mr. Cane, the district inspector, was able to report
in September that amicable relations had been restored between the
4guardians and the chaplain.
Many workhouse chaplains sought board of guardians* permission
to delegate their workhouse duties to their curates at particularly
busy times in the ecclesiastical year. Although the central authority
was prepared to sanction such arrangements, they sometimes became the
source of violent controversy. At Dorking, the Reverend Utterton, who
had been continuously harried and harassed by the clique of guardians
who had opposed the creation of his post, was refused permission to do 
5this. Knowing that he had the support of some of the guardians and 
of the central authority, Utterton went ahead and sent his curate to
1 The Reverend Flaherty to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/23971/23 June 1862.
2 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/23373/3 July 1862.
3 The PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12224/233738/18 July 1862.
4 Mr. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/32692/11 September 1862.
3 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1222^/634/6 January 1848.
perform the Sunday service and was promptly suspended by the board 
1of guardians. The Poor Law Board waited some time before pointing
out to the guardians that under Article 192 of the Consolidated Order
2of 184-7 they did not have the power to do this. After several
3months of unedifying wrangling, Utterton resigned. Nevertheless, 
the guardians who wished to abolish the chaplaincy were defeated
Zf
and the Reverend J. Flaherty, the incumbent of Capel, was appointed.
At first, most Surrey Boards of Guardians arranged for their
inmates to attend divine service in their local parish church. However,
this was not the wish of the central authority as the Guildford
Guardians soon discovered. In 1836, they decided to send their
5Anglican inmates to the local parish church. The paupers were to
L
make their way there in double file and enter the building before the
rest of the congregation arrived. But when the board of guardians
6apprised the Commissioners of their decision, Chadwick wrote back 
on their behalf pointing out that many of the inmates would be too 
old or infirm to walk to church. Nor was he satisfied that the able- 
bodied could be trusted to behave in a responsible manner. He felt 
that the walk to and from the church would constitute a dangerous 
relaxation in workhouse discipline and would provide the inmates with 
•opportunities of indulgence*. Finally, he recommended that the 
guardians appoint a chaplain and provide services in the workhouse. 
Guildford Guardians accepted his advice and so, presumably, did the 
guardians of Chertsey, Dorking, Godstone, Kingston, Reigate and Richmond
1 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/10161/8 April 184-8.
2 The PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12223/10161B/17 April 1848. 
Article 192 gave the guardians the discretionary power to suspend 
master, matron, schoolmaster, schoolmistress, medical officer, 
relieving officer, or superintendent of outdoor labour but not 
chaplains.
3 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/38117/25 September 184-8. 
4- Ibid.
5 KRO BG6/11/1, pp 14-5-7 - 26 November 1836.
6 Ibid.
as these unions did not attempt to arrange for their pauper inmates
to worship at the local parish churches until the 1840s when the
central authorities attitude changed. In 184-2, the central authority-
empowered guardians to allow any inmates they thought fit to go out
of the workhouse, accompanied by the master or some other officer, to
1
a local church or chapel. Epsom*s indoor paupers had no need to
leave the workhouse to perform their devotions because, as we have
2seen, they were served by a full-time chaplain.
It is not clear,. however, how Hambledon Guardians catered for
their indoor paupers* spiritual needs during the *thirties and *forties
although it is probable that they attended the local parish church as
3
the chaplain only held services once a week on Wednesdays. However,
in 1848-9, the workhouse buildings were considerably enlarged and
Colonel Pigott, the district inspector, reported that a ’handsome
4-chapel* had been built over the new dining room. Only a few of the
Surrey Unions provided such facilities. Indeed, the chaplain of
Chertsey Union, the Reverend Pidcock, petitioned the board of guardians
to build a chapel in 1865. Even though they agreed in principle
that a chapel would be an asset, they did nothing to make the plan a
reality. However Pidcock was not to be discouraged and a year later
obtained the board*s permission to finance the building of a chapel
by public subscription.^ Eventually a chapel was completed in 1868 at
7a cost of £1,050 thanks to the chaplain*s sterling efforts.
1 General Order, 5 February 184-2, Article 32 and 33i 8 PLCs (184-2), 
p 85.
Chertsey: KRO BG1/11/3, p 197 - 12 March 1844-.
Dorking: Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221 7891s/ 24- June
18^ 5.
Godstone: KRO BS5/1l/7» n.p.n. - 16 March 184-9*
Kingston: KRO BG8/11/1, pp 265-9 - 1 December 184-1.
Reigate: Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12577/2859^/25 
January 184-8.
Richmond: KRO BG10/11/3, p 25 - 5 October 184-3*
2 KRO BG3/11/2, p 76 - 25 July 1838.
3 KRO BS7/11/1, p 102 - 11 September 1837*
4- Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 1237^/35594/5 December 184-9.
5 KRO BG1/11/8, p 238 - 15 August 1865. '
6 Ibid, p 362 - 7 August 1866*
7 KRO BGI/11/9, P 228 - 19 May 1868.
A workhouse chapel provided some important advantages: the aged 
and sick were able to attend services and if the bishop of the
'I
diocese agreed, the Holy Communion could be celebrated there. A
minor dispute took place over this point at Godstone in 1845* When
Mr. Nichols was elected chaplain, the bishop of Winchester informed
the guardians that Nichols could only administer the sacraments with
2the consent of the rector. This permission was not forthcoming and
on being consulted Assistant Commissioner Parker expressed the
opinion that 1 except in cases of necessity the inmates ought to go
3
to Church to receive the;sacrament.• Eventually, the bishop stated 
that he would only sanction Nichols1 appointment if he could find
4someone else to administer the sacraments for him. The problem was
5
finally resolved and Nichols1 appointment sanctioned in November 1845.
r
With good will there was no reason why the indoor paupers should not 
receive the Communion in their own chapel and this was certainly 
common practice at Hambledon workhouse from 1861 onwards.
Normally, workhouse chaplains and parish priests worked in 
harmony - frequently they were one and the same person or the former 
was the latter1s curate. Very occasionally, difficulties arose.
For example, in 184-7 the Vicar of Epsom refused to * church* Emma 
Hawer, a pauper v/ho had given birth to an illegitimate baby. Although 
Epsom workhouse had its own full-time chaplain and a consecrated 
chapel, the chaplain was not allowed to perform the necessary service 
because of the regulations laid down in the 1842 Instructional LetterJ  
Fortunately, in this case, the bishop of the diocese intervened and
1 Instructional Letter of 20 December 1842; Official Circular,
25 January 1843, No. 22, p 31*
2 KRO BG5/11/5, p 204 - 23 May 1845.
3 Ibid, p 273 - 17 October 1845.
4 Ibid, p 283 - 31 October 1845.
5 Ibid, n.p.n. - 28 November 1845*
6 KRO BG7/11/4, p 55b - 15 April 1861.
7 Instructional Letter, 5 February 1842 in 8 PLCs (1842), p 117.
persuaded the vicar to change his mind on the grounds that the woman 
was fa sincere penitent;4^
The possession of a chapel was certainly not an unmixed blessing. 
Workhouse like prison chaplains often had to face the jeers and 
contempt of the able-bodied inmates who . regarded religious 
services as a form of entertainment and an opportunity to let off 
steam. At Reigate in 1837, twenty able-bodied male paupers refused 
to attend chapel and caused such a disturbance that five ringleaders 
were sent before the magistrates. In 1840, three Epsom paupers,
Robert Hall, Frederick Mundsey and James Chan,dler were put on a diet
of bread and potatoes for a week as punishment for misconduct in
3 "chapel, while two paupers called Hill and Lawrence, who had consistently
disrupted services in Hambledon xrorkhouse chapel had the effrontery to
write to the central authority complaining of the shortness of the 
5services. The chaplain of Epsom Union, Benjamin Bockettt, complained
to the Poor Law Commissioners in 1840 about the bad behaviour of the
inmates during services and blamed the master and matron who refused
£
to attend divine service. Even though the two senior officers had
seriously neglected their duties in this respect, the board of .
7guardians supported them and it x^ as the chaplain vrho resigned.
1 KRO BG3/11/6, p 33 - 6 January 184-7*
2 KRO BG9/11/1, p 180 - 29 December 1837*
3 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/24o8a/6 March 184-0.
4- Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12373/2309/20 January 1858.
3 J. Hill and G. Lawrence to the PLB: PRO MH12 12373/74-7/7 January
1838.
6 Reverend Bocketfc to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/24o8a/6 March 1840.
7 Reverend Bockett to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/7733a/23 July l8*f0.
As the Christian religion was regarded as the cornerstone of
education, chaplains were expected to take an active interest in
workhouse schools. The inculcation of ’the principles of Christian
religion* was one of the first educational aims to be promulgated by
the Poor Law Commissioners. The chaplain was also expected to
prepare all Anglican children for confirmation with or without the
2
assistance of the schoolmaster and schoolmistress. However, these
were only the ;chaplain*s specialist functions, he was also expected
to monitor the childreh*s progress and to comment on the teachers*
skill. The chaplain*s regular examination of the workhouse schools
3 4-is specifically mentioned in the records of Epsom, Godstone,
Hambledon,^ Kingston^ and Reigat ^Unions, and in those of the Farnham^
9
and North Surrey district schools. Surrey’s workhouse chaplains
took their educational duties very, seriously, and were often highly
critical of the standards both of the children’s work and of the
teacher’s methods of instruction. The Chaplain of Kingston workhouse
complained to the board of guardians in 1846 that the girls* school
10was not progressing satisfactorily. He was still unhappy about its
11condition in 1847, but-soon afterwards the schoolmistress, Mrs.
Hogg, was appointed matron and a more efficient teacher took her 
12place. The Chaplain of Farnham District School caused a considerable
1 Consolidated Order for the Administration of Relief in Town 
Unions, 7 March 1836, Section V, Article 16: 2 PLCs (1836), p 90.
2 Official Circular, 1 August 1843, No. 30, p 123*
3 KRO BG3/11/2, p 76 - 23 July 1838.
4 KRO BG3/11/3, p 398 - 11 February 184-2.
3 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12372/^933a/'13 March 184-7*
6 KRO BG8/11/3, p 3 - 24 November 1846.
7 KRO BG 9/11/9, PP 378-9 - 22 March 1871.
8 The FDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/68/4-2323/9 November 1832.
9 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/30/334-27/26 August 1831.
10 KRO BG8/11/3, p 4- - 24- November 1846.
11 Ibid, p 4-1 - 16 March 1847*
12 Ibid, p 46 ~ 30 March 184-7.
TABLE LVIIIs The Reasons for the Resignation of the Surrey Workhouse 
Chaplains Between l8j$6 and 1^71
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Illness . 1 * 2 .3.
Death 1 1
Dissatisfaction with salary 1 1
Dissatisfaction with conditions
of service 1 1
Quarrelled with master 1 1
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stir at the time of his resignation in 1852 by launching a full
blooded attack on the nature of the schooling received by the girls:
he objected to what he considered to be an overemphasis on industrial
1to the neglect of mental training.
Quite often, the chaplain was able to make a more positive
contribution to the children*s education. For instance, the Reverend
Bockett, the full-time chaplain of Epsom workhouse, persuaded his
2board of guardians to establish a library. One of the latter*s 
successors, the Reverend Gibbons, ordered sets of Religious Knowledge 
and Geography books for the schools in 1867 and 1868^ and arranged 
and financed a visit to the Crystal Palace in 1869.^
Unfortunately, the reasons for the termination of only fourteen 
chaplaincies out of the 25 that fell in between l83*f and 1871 were 
recorded. However, the majority were brought to an end for normal 
reasons such as translation of the holder from one parish to another 
(2), the increased pressure of pastoral work (2), ill health (3) and 
death (1). On the other hand, the remaining six resignations were 
brought about by dissatisfaction of one kind or another: one chaplain 
resigned because he considered his stipend inadequate, another because 
he was dissatisfied with his conditions of service, a third because 
he quarrelled with the master of the workhouse and three as a result 
of direct conflict with their boards of guardians. It can be assumed 
that most of the eleven chaplains for whom no details have survived
1 Reverend H. Carey to the Managers of the Farnham District School: 
PRO MH27/68A2323/9 November 1852.
2 KRO BG3/11/3, P 127 - 2k January 1840.
3 KRO BG3/11/9, P 6>3k - 25 September 1867 and p 792 - 13 January 
1868.
4 KRO BG3/11/10, p 1 - 8 September 1869.
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resigned for normal reasons, in which case only six out of 35 chaplains
v/ho served in Surrey between 183^ and 1871 were constrained to resign
1through dissatisfaction of one kind or another*
This picture of stability is confirmed by an analysis of the 
chaplains* length of service. Of the 25 priests who completed their 
service between 183^ and 1871, six served for less than a year, seven 
for from one to four years, eight from five to nine years and four 
from ten to 29 years. Of the ten chaplains :still serving in 1871, 
three had served for one to four years., two for five to nine years 
and five for ten to 3^ years.
. 3In spite of various religious controversies and administrative 
conflicts the chaplains* status remained high in the eyes of the 
Surrey Boards of Guardians and District School Managers. In 1835> 
the Managers of the North Surrey District School asked the Poor Law 
Board to agree to their chaplain’s salary being raised by another 
£30 a year on the grounds that he was ’expected to exercise a general 
superintendence over the whole establishment* even though the central 
authority had shorn itself less than enthusiastic about the supervisory 
nature of the chaplain’s role in 1831 when it had refused to consider 
the managers’ suggestion that the chaplain should act as mediator
4 & 5
between quarrelling members of staff.
Hambledon Guardians also suggested that their chaplain could 
provide *a general supervision over the House when attending there 
in the discharge of his duties’. They seem to have envisaged some­
thing even more extensive than this pointing out that as he lived much 
closer to the workhouse than any guardian, he could be consulted more
1 See Table LVIII.
2 See Table LIX.
3 See pp
b The NSDS to the PLB: PRO mZ?/5'\/'\1690/12 April 1833.
3 The PLB to the NSDS: PRO MH27/50/35^27/26 August 1831.
1easily and swiftly than they could. Indeed, the chaplain*s salary
had been raised from £40 to £50 p.a. shortly before this on the
grounds that he attended every board meeting to report on the state
2of the inmates and children. Although these two cases are probably 
not typical they do reinforce the general impression that the 
chaplain was treated with greater respect than other workhouse 
officers and that greater reliance was placed on his judgment as 
befitted his education, calling and status within contemporary 
society.
1 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12374/19/31 December i860.
2 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12374/43477/10 December i860
(b) RELIGIOUS DISPUTES
Some Surrey Unions experienced serious religious disputes. In
1851» Mr. Cumming, one of the Hambledon Guardians, furiously attacked
the high church, not to say ‘popish*, tendencies of the chaplain, the
Reverend John Chandler. He particularly objected to ‘certain symbols
of an enormous and superstitious* nature which had appeared in the
1chapel, ‘contrary to the principles of the Reformed Church.* On
24th March, the board of guardians passed a series of resolutions
calling for the removal of an embroidered cross on the altar blind
and the ’symbolic initials* on the altar cloth. In addition, they
asked the chaplain to preach dressed in *a black gown and not in a
surplice* on the grounds that such customs could become *a stumbling
3
block in the way of life of the poor.* Although the chaplain agreed
to the removal of the embroidered cross from the altar blind, he wished
the monogram to be left on the altar cloth, and could not agree to
4give up wearing the surplice at workhouse services. As a result of
further pressure, the guardians had their way as far as the altar
5cloth was concerned, but the Reverend Chandler resigned rather than
6give up wearing the surplice. The most curious aspect of this
dispute is its timing. John Chandler had served as unpaid Chaplain
7 8of Hambledon since 1837 as paid Chaplain since 1849 and yet
there is no surviving evidence that the board of guardians had ever
questioned the way he conducted services prior to the complaints in
1851. It remains unclear whether Chandler had suddenly inclined towards
1 KRO BG7/11/3, P 103 - 24 February 1851.
2 Ibid, pp 106-7 - 24 March 1851.
3 Ibid.
4 KRO BG7/11/3, P 108 - 7 April 1851.
5 Ibid, p 113 - 21 ApriF 1851.
6 Ibid, p 129 - 8 September 1851.
7 KRO BG7/11/1» P 102 - 11 September 1837*
8 KRO BG7/11/2, p 396 - 1 January 1849.
the High Church party within the Anglican fraternity or whether the 
board of guardians had suddenly received an infusion of Low Church 
Anglican representatives, or indeed whether the board of guardians had 
been unaware of the style of the chaplain*s ministry during the 
previous twenty years. As even the most lackadaisical board of 
guardians would become aware of their chaplain*s personal predelictions 
in matters of ritual and vestments within a relatively short time 
especially as some of them were members of his congregation, it 
would seem that the dispute was caused by either the first or second 
alternatives.
The revival of the Roman Catholic Church*s fortunes created
considerable fear and resentment among the members of the established
1church throughout the country and the Surrey Anglicans proved to be
no exception to the general rule. At Kingston in 1859? a guardian
called Phillips made a virulent attack on the proposal that Roman
2Catholic chaplains should be attached to workhouses. As a result,
the board of guardians petitioned parliament ‘against the recent
demand by Roman Catholics for the appointment of Roman Catholic
3
Chaplains as recognised officers m  Workhouses.* Phillips was still 
not satisfied and continued to inveigh against Roman Catholicism
if
which he regarded as *idolatry of the very worst description.*
Some of the more moderate members of the board, revolted by his
5
extremism, rebuked him for his lack of Christian charity. However, 
these tolerant attitudes soon disappeared when the chairman pointed 
out that *if the principle contended for by the Catholics were 
admitted, it would be impossible to refuse any sect; if they paid 
one (chaplain), they must pay all.*^ Kingston Guardians remained
1 See Chadwick 0., The Victorian Church (London 1966), Vol. I, pp 271- 
309; Vol. II, pp 401-22; Elliott-Bains L. E., Religion in the 
Victorian Era(London 1936), PP 114-130; Norman E. R., Anti- 
Catholicism in Victorian England (London 1968), pp 52-79*
2 BG8/11/6, p 285 - 2 August 1859*
3 Ibid.
4 Report of the board of guardians* meeting, 23 August 1859, 
reported in the Surrey Comet, 27-August 1859*
5 Ibid.
6 Ibid.
resolutely opposed to the employment of-Roman Catholic chaplains
A
and schoolmasters and sent two more petitions to parliament in 1861 
2and 1865 stating their abhorrence of the idea.
An almost identical explosion of anger took place within the
Richmond Board of Guardians in 1859* The guardians, who also thought
that only Anglican priests should have the right to enter workhouses,
warned the central authority that if such a right were conceded,
ministers of all sects would soon be claiming remuneration for their
services, and that there would then be *as many salaried Chaplains
as there are forms of Religious dissentj and the distinction between
the Established Religion and other forms of belief will to a great
degree cease.*^ Later, in 1864, George Whitely of Park Gates, Richmond,
complained to the Poor Law Board that the Richmond Guardians were
discriminating against Roman Catholics in the matter of workhouse
appointments: the guardians had advertised the posts of porter and
assistant matron insisting that applicants should be practising
members of the Anglican Church - the outgoing porter and assistant
4matron were Roman Catholics, There was nothing that the central
authority could do, because, as they pointed out, such matters were
5 ■decided at the discretion of the board of guardians. Reigate 
Guardians shared their Kingston and Richmond colleagues1 anti- 
Catholic sentiments and in 1866 petitioned Parliament in conjunction 
with the Protestant Alliance Committee against the proposal that 
Roman Catholic Chaplains and schoolteachers should be appointed to 
union workhouses.^
1 KRO BG8/11/7, p 120 - 14 May 1861.
2 KRO BG8/11/8, p 270 - 7 February 1865.
3 KRO BG10/11/7, p 369 - 22 December 1859*
4 George Whiteley to the PLB: PRO MH12 12600/17971/12 March 1864.
5 The PLB to George Whiteley: PRO MH12 12600/1797B/16 March 1864.
6 KRO BG9/11/8, p 184 - 28 March 1866.
The whole question of which priests had and which had not the
right to enter the workhouse in the course of their pastoral duties
had been a matter of dispute for many years. 4 and 5 William IV c 76,
sec 19 declared that *It shall and may be lawful for any licensed
Minister of the religious persuasion of any inmate of such workhouse,
at all times in the day, on the request of such inmate, to visit such
workhouse for the purpose of affording religious assistance to such
inmate, and also for the purpose of instructing his child or children
in the principles of their religion.* In 1839, the Crown lawyers
decided that the words *licensed Minister* referred to all clergymen
1including Roman Catholic priests. However, this ruling was
apparently neither widely known nor accepted where it was known. The
Crown lawyers* ruling was confirmed by the judgment in the case of the
Queen v the Guardians of St. Luke's, Chelsea by which the guardians
were ordered to permit the Reverend Edward Bagshawe, a priest from
the Oratory at Brompton, to enter the workhouse from time to time
and at reasonable times of day, to afford the Roman Catholic inmates
2*due religious assistance.*
Following this decision, the anti-Catholic Surrey Boards of
Guardians had to take more care. Inspector Cane reported in 1863
that the Roman Catholic inmates of Richmond workhouse were allowed
to worship at the local Roman Catholic chapel on Sundays and were
3
occasionally visited by their own priests. Reigate Guardians 
accepted the inevitable somewhat later: in 1866, they passed a 
resolution allowing their Roman Catholic inmates to attend their own
1 5 PLCs (1839), p 75.
2 Regina v The Guardians of St. Luke*s, Chelsea, Official Advertiser,
16 December 1861. -
3 R. B. Cane's ms report: PRO MH12 12600/13419/20 April 1863*
1
church on Sundays, Good Friday and Christmas Day, Although Kingston
Guardians had been the most vociferous in opposing Roman Catholic
'pretensions', they were the first of the three anti-Catholic boards
of guardians to afford Roman Catholic priests unrestricted liberty
2to visit their co-religionists in the workhouse.
The difficulty encountered by Roman Catholic priests in
establishing their right to visit members of their faith in union
workhouses was not unique. At Chertsey, a Baptist Minister, the
Reverend W. Worley, struggled for some time to establish similar
rights. In 184-2, he opened hfe campaign by asking permission for
one of the workhouse inmates to attend his church on Sundays; his
2
request was refused. Later, in 1831, he complained to the Poor Law
Board that he had been denied access to Hannah Reed, a Baptist pauper,
kliving in the workhouse.. At the central authority's request, the
board of guardians investigated the minister's complaint and informed
the Poor Law Board that the matron maintained that she had not denied
Worley access but had informed him that visiting time did not start
until three o'clock and that it would be inconvenient for the minister
to visit the pauper earlier than that as she was an invalid and had to 
5
be prepared. It is not clear who was in the right in this particular 
instance but the complaint served its purpose as the guardians and 
their officers placed no further obstacles in the ministers* path.
1 KRO BG9/11/8, p 261 - 5 December 1866.
2 KRO BG8/11/6, p 301 - 11 October 1839.
3 KRO BG1/11/3, p 81 - 2? December l8*f2.
4 Reverend W. Worley to the Poor Law Board: PRO MH12 121^7/35^93/ 
23 August 1831.
3 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1214-7/3620V6 September 1831.
In other areas, dissenting inmates either attended the workhouse
1services as they did at Richmond or were allowed to visit chapels
which were within easy reach of the workhouse as v/as the custom at 
2Guildford*
However, the problems presented by workhouse visiting were 
as nothing compared with the acrimonious disputes concerning 
denominational education, especially the right of Roman Catholic 
priests to visit and instruct children of their faith*. As early as 
1859, the Reverend Bagshawe of the Brompton Oratory complained to the 
Managers of the North Surrey District School that he had been
3
refused access to four of the school*s Roman Catholic pupils. In 
an attempt to prevent a confrontation, H. B. Faraall, the district 
inspector, suggested that the children should be allowed to attend 
the local Roman Catholic chapel to hear divine service and receive
4-religious instruction. However, the central authority did not
approve of this compromise and insisted that Roman Catholic priests
5
were entitled to visit their charges m  the school. After a short
interval, battle was joined when the Reverend D. Bouelle complained
that he had not been allowed to visit a boy called George Norton
6even though he had proof that the boy was a Roman Catholic. In
reply to the central authority’s request for information, the
managers announced that they were not satisfied the boy was a
practising Roman Catholic and were not prepared to admit the priest
until the guardians of the boy’s home union, St. Luke’s, Chelsea,
7provided them with corroborative evidence. In the meantime the
1 R. B. Cane’s ms report: PRO MH12 12600/134-19/20 April 1863.
2 KRO BG6/11/1, pp 14-3-7 - 26. November 1836.
3 Reverend Bagshawe to the Managers of the NSDS: PRO MH27/31/4-367/ 
20 January 1839.
4- H. B. Faraall»s ms report: PRO MH27/51/4367/11 February 1839.
3 The PLB to the NSDS: PRO MH27/51/124-93/23 March 1839.
6 Reverend Rouelle to the PLB: PRO MH27/52/17613/14- May i860.
7 The-NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/52/2304-8/14- June i860.
managers interviewed the boy and asked him if he wished to attend the
school chapel and to receive religious instruction as a Protestant,
1and reported that he had agreed to both propositions. Further
investigation disclosed that the boy had been educated in a Roman
Catholic school for about two years before being sent to a Ragged
2School on his fatherfs death. Although Rouelle wrote again to both
3
the managers of the school and the central authority, neither 
answered.
This case and others like it seemed to have been resolved by
kthe decision in Regina v the Guardians of St. Luke’s, Chelsea. By 
1862, all seemed to be well and Inspector Famall reported that the 
North Surrey District Schools’ five Roman Catholic pupils were being 
visited regularly by their priest. However, in 1863, another 
confrontation took place between the formidable Reverend Bagshawe 
and the Guardians of St. Luke’s and the Managers of the North Surrey 
District School. On this occasion, Bagshawe complained to the Poor 
Law Board that the Reverend Rouelle of the Convent, Norwood, had 
been refused access to four Roman Catholic pupils coming from St.
6Luke’s, Chelsea even though he had had the necessary authorisation.
However, the central authority upheld the managers’ decision as
their Order of 22nd May, 1831, Article 30, stated that a licensed
minister wishing to visit and instruct a child should be duly requested
and authorised by name and in their opinion the description, ’the
7priest*, on the Reverend Rouelle’s reference was not sufficient. 
Happily, this minor dispute ushered in a period of cooperation. 
Certainly Inspector Courtney reported in 1869 that the school’s 30 
Roman Catholic pupils :were being regularly visited by their priests.
1 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO m2?/52/2?603/2.0 July i860.
2 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/33/32089/12 September i860.
3 The Reverend Rouelle to the PLB: PRO MH27/53/33713/12 September
i860.
Regina v The Guardians of St. Luke’s, Chelsea, Official Advertiser, 
16 December 1861*
3 Mr. Farnall’s ms report: PRO MH27/33/2881/21 January 1862*
6 The Reverend Bagshawe to the PLB: PRO MH27/32/1329 V21 April 1863.
7 The PLB to the Reverend Bagshawe: PRO MH27/32/21683/3 June 1863.
However, somewhat later an extraordinary dispute v took place 
between the Richmond Guardians and the Managers of the North Surrey 
District School on the one hand and the Richmond Guardians and the 
Managers of the North Hyde and Brentford Roman Catholic Schools on 
the other. As Richmond Guardians were dissatisfied with the
1religious instruction provided for their Roman Catholic children,
the Managers of the North Surrey District School suggested that the
children should be transferred to the North Hyde and.Brentford
Roman Catholic Schools where all their spiritual needs could be
satisfied. However, Richmond Guardians were not prepared to pay
the Roman Catholic Schools1 maintenance fee of 6s per pupil per
week, and offered them 4s 6d per head instead. The Managers of
the Roman Catholic schools declined this offer. Ultimately, the
long and acrimonious correspondence between the three principals
was forwarded to the central authority by Richmond Guardians with
3the request that they suggest a solution. In reply, the Poor Law 
Board pointed out that there was no restriction on the size of the 
fees Richmond Guardians could pay for the education of their Roman 
Catholic children and they hoped that the guardians would see reason 
so that it would not be necessary for them to issue an order compelling
if
their compliance. The central authority’s firm stance seems to have
acted like a cold douche upon the principals involved in the dispute.
The Managers of the Roman Catholic Schools agreed to lower their fees
to 4s 6d per week for the Richmond children as long as the guardians
agreed to send all their Roman Catholic children to the school; the
5guardians gratefully accepted these terms.
1 KRO BG10/11/10, p 273 - 14 October 1869.
2 Ibid, p 287 - 11 November 1869*
3 KRO BG10/11/10, p 303 - 23 December 1869.
4 Ibid, p 343 - 24 February 1870.
3 Ibid, pp 361-3 - 17 March 1870.
Unfortunately, shortly after this compromise had been implemented,
1the Roman Catholic schools were moved to Blythe House, Hammersmith, 
which a committee of the Richmond Guardians considered to.be quite 
unfit for the accommodation and education of children. As a result
p
Richmond Guardians withdrew their children from the school. This 
appears to have been the end of the matter as no further correspondence 
has survived.
1 KRO BG10/11/11, p 48 - 6 April 1871
2 Ibid, p 164 - 30 November 1870.
(c) PAUPER BURIALS
Nothing could be more symbolic of the low esteem in which paupers 
were held than the way in which they were buried. There was almost 
as much controversy among contemporaries about the way in which they 
should be buried as about how they should be treated while they were 
alive. In an age when great emphasis was placed upon the rituals of 
burial, the Poor Law Unions were notorious for their laxity and 
failure to comply with contemporary standards of seemliness.
At Kingston Union, members of the public complained in 1839
that a pauper’s grave had been left open from the Saturday of one
1week to the Tuesday of the next. Not long afterwards, the .board of
guardians was criticised for allowing a pauper’s coffin to be carried
to church in an open cart. It was not until 1848 that the Dead
House at Kingston workhouse was enclosed to prevent the inmates
gathering outside to watch corpses being stripped, washed and laid 
•2
out. In 1832, a coffin was so badly constructed that the pauper’s 
body was exposed to the eyes of the mourners during the burial
4service and the interment. Shortly afterwards, the relatives of a
dead pauper complained to the Kingston Guardians that the corpse of
their loved one had been laid out for so long that it was in an
advanced state of decay by the time the burial service v/as held; once
again the coffin was so badly constructed that it bulged open and
5sawdust poured from the open seams.
One of the main reasons for this lamentable state of affairs was 
the system whereby boards of guardians asked local undertakers to bid
1' KRO BG8/11/1, p 13 - 23 October 1839.
2 Ibid, p 23 - 13 November 1839*
3 KRO BG8/11/3, p 139 - 18 April 1848.
4 KRO BG8/11/4, pp 283-6 - 10 August 1832.
3 Ibid, p 288 - 24 August 1832.
against each other for workhouse burial contracts* Kingston 
Guardians did not abolish this practice until 1861 when they decided 
to divide the work among ’respectable tradesmen of the different
'I
parishes* * However, as soon as it became obvious that this approach
would be much more expensive, the board rescinded its resolution and
2
reinstated the old system* In consequence, pauper funerals at
Kingston continued to be carried out with the minimum of expense
and a modicum of care* As late as 1863, the master of the workhouse
told the board of guardians that the funeral contractors had buried
3an empty coffin, leaving the corpse laid out m  the Dead House*
Such want of respect and efficiency was not confined to Kingston 
Union* Assistant Commissioner;; Pigott found ’a dead body lying in a 
coffin in the midst of a crowd of young children and women at Farnham
. .  If.
workhouse in Although the workhouse administration was greatly
improved thereafter, there were still regrettable occurrences* The
last of these took place in 1869* When a Mr* Pitts arrived at the
workhouse to attend the funeral of his mother, he was told that she
had already been buried. However, a few days later he .discovered that
her body v/as still laid out in.the Dead House; when ’her* coffin was
5disinterred it was found to be full of sawdust* An inquiry, held 
at the behest of the central authority, discovered that the master of 
the workhouse had delegated the duty of organising the pauper’s burial 
to the porter who had not bothered to check the shell to see if the 
body was inside it.^
1 KRO BG8/11/7, p 8 9 - 1 9  February 1861.
2 Ibid, pp 98-9 - 12 March 1861.
3 KRO BG8/11/8, p 36V -  3 September 1865.
4- Colonel Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 1227Q/4-1A/31 December 184-3*
3 Mr. Pitts to the PLB: PRO MH12 12278/3761/29 January 1869. The
Porter complained that stillborn baby had been left in Reigate 
workhouse’s Dead House for two weeks.before being buried (Reigate 
Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377/24244-/10 August 184-9).
6 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12278/14631/4- February 1869*
One final example of the contempt with which the susceptibilities 
of the poor were treated can be quoted from the Guildford records* 
Complaints were made to the board of guardians that the union funeral 
contractor was stopping 1 at various public houses on the road and
carrying persons on the hearse while engaged in going to and returning
■ 1 '
from the funerals** While such disrespect could not hurt the corpse, 
it could and did wound the dead person’s family and prevent the 
pauper enjoying a dignity in death which he had failed to be accorded 
in life*
Even the performance of the funeral service was a source of
conflict and controversy* At Guildford, the Reverend George Onslow
refused to bury paupers unless the board of guardians paid his
2’surplice fee’ or 3s a funeral* The board wrote to the Poor Law
3Commissioners for advice, and were referred to page 536 of the
if
Commissioners’ second annual report* In a letter to the Reverend 
J* B. Storry of Great Tey Halstead, the Commissioners pointed out that 
the lav/s did not ’expressly provide for a burial of a paupei* but 
announced that they would not object if the payment of fees were 
’considered as part of the necessary expense attendant ;on a pauper 
funeral*’ Similar disputes took place at various other Surrey Unions 
including Chertsey where the guardians refused to pay the local vicar 
more than 8s a head for pauper funerals*. Unpleasant wangling of 
this kind was finally brought to an end by section 31 of 7 aud 8 
Victoria c 101 which authorised boards of guardians to pay all customary 
fees of this kind out of the poor-rates.
Unfortunately, the New Poor Law came into force at a time when 
long established cemeteries including most of those in the Surrey area 
were almost full* As a result, parish priests were very reluctant to
1 KRO BG6/11/6, p 162 - 21 March 1846.
2 KRO BG6/11/1, p 267 - 9 May 1837-
3 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/3909c/9 May 1837.
4 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 1 233^/3909c/1 2 May 1837.
5 KRO BG1/11/1, p 380 - 31 July 1838.
allow paupers to be buried in them.. Appreciating the difficulties
that were likely to arise, Guildford Guardians applied to the central
authority for permission to create their own cemetery for workhouse 
1 <inmates. However the Commissioners took the strongest exception
to this idea and suggested that the guardians follow contemporary
2practice and have paupers buried in their parishes of origin.
Dorking Guardians, who wrote to the central authority making the 
3 if
same request, received exactly the same answer. An acrimonious
dispute broke out between the Vicar of Leatherhead and Epsom Guardians
5over just this point. However, when the central authority indicated
that paupers should be buried in their parish of origin,^ the vicar
7gracefully withdrew his opposition.' Soon afterwards, the Rector of 
Fetcham refused to allow any pauper interments in the parish cemetery, 
until the board of guardians drew his attention to section 31 of 7 and
S  Q
8 Victoria c 101. This dispute was renewed in 1848 when the Vicar 
of Epsom refused to bury paupers in his churchyard on the grounds 
that it would mean buying more land at the expense of the parishioners.
The Poor Law Board reversed its predecessors* policy and
recommended that the guardians either acquire their own burial ground
in the vicinity of the workhouse or help the local parish to enlarge
10the existing cemetery. This advice was not to the Epsom Guardians* 
taste and they continued to behave as though they had not received
1 Guildford Union to the PLCs.:: PRO MH12 12332/3287A/20 August 1836.
2 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12333/3287B/31 August 1836.
3 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/75^1 A/7 September 1837.
4 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/7316B/1  4 September 1837.
3 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12238/1674a/12 December 1844.
6 The PLCs to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12238/1674b/l8 December 1844.
7 KRO BG3/11/5, p 93 r T January 1843.
8 Ibid, p 132 - 9 July 184-3.
9 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/386a/3 January 1848.
10 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12239/1027/10 March 184-8.
the letter, demanding to know what they could do to compel the vicar
1
to comply with their wishes. The central authority replied that if
they were determined to make a major issue of the matter they would
have to apply to Queenfs Bench for a Mandamus to be sent to the vicar
2
ordering him to bury;the corpse concerned. Presumably, either the
vicar or the guardians gave way at this point as the matter was not
mentioned again. Two years later, the vicar refused to allow the
body of another pauper to be brought into his church so that the
burial service could be performed. On this occasion the board of
3 if
guardians complained to the bishop of the diocese, who replied that
the vicar had acted in this way because the pauper had died of typhus.
The guardians pointed out that he had not objected on this ground 
5
at the time. However, the bishop declared himself satisfied with
6the vicar*s explanation and refused to take any other steps, even
7though the guardians demanded an enquiry. The guardians were so 
incensed that they approached the Poor Law Board and asked them what 
they could dol^ Apparently, some compromise was worked out but not 
before the House of Commons had demanded a copy of all the correspondence 
relating to the dispute.*^
A similar dispute took place at Godstone Union where the chaplain,
•the curate of Blechingley parish, refused to bury a pauper from his
parish because 1there was no room (in the cemetery) for the parishioners
11let alone an outsider.* Although Mr. Nutting*s statement was the plain
12truth, he felt obliged to resign the chaplaincy. A slightly different
1 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/9317a/29 March l8*f8.
2 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12239/9317^/13 April 1848.
3 KRO BG3/11/7, P 13^ - 19 June 1830.
4-. Epsom Union to the Bishop of Winchester: PRO MH12 12239/37^33/26
June 1830.
5 Bishop of Winchester to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12239/37^3^/3 July 1830.
6 Epsom Union to Bishop of Winchester: PRO MH12 12239/37^3^/10 July 1830.
7 Bishop of Winchester to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12239/37^3^/12 July 1830.
8 Epsom Union to Bishop of Winchester: PRO MH12 12239/37^3^/17 July 1850.
9 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/37^32/26 July 1830.
10 The PLB to l^som Union: PRO MH12 12239/38883/17 August 1830.
11 KRO BG3/11/3, P 213 - 19 February 184-1.
12 Ibid.
case occurred at Chertsey Union where the Vicar of Addlestone only
agreed with the greatest reluctance and after an unpleasant quarrel
1to allow tramps to be buried in his churchyard.
It appears that no more Christian charity was expended in 
disputes concerning burial than in other aspects of religious 
controversy.
1 KRO BG1/11/2, p' 55 - 2 April 1839.
Chapter VIII
WORKHOUSE OFFICERS
*The Workhouse is a large household ..... (which) resembles a 
private family on an enlarged scale** This extraordinarily 
optimistic statement was made by the Poor Law Commissioners in 
their seventh annual report* Very few Poor Law institutions 
approached this ideal* If the workhouse resembled a family, it was 
a.highly complex extended family run by a hierarchy of officers. 
Between 183^ and 1.871* the nature and balance of power within this 
hierarchy changed quite dramatically. The authority of some 
officers, for instance the porters* and female searchers*, greatly 
increased while that of others like the master and matron declined.
New officers, such as full-time paid nurses and superintendents of 
labour, appeared.
The relationships between these officers were not clearly
defined. Tensions of all kinds were created by overlapping roles,
differences in educational and occupational experiencej social status
and temperament. At first, the Poor Law Commissioners hoped, as they
informed the Chertsey Board of Guardians, that detailed union business
would ultimately be handed over *to the general superintendence and
2control of the paid officers.*
In the period between I83& and 1871, each grade of officer 
gradually established his role within the workhouse administration 
as a result of considerable experimentation and competition.
1 7 PLCs (18V1), p 8.
2 The PLCs to Chertsey Union: KRO BG1/11/1, pp 363-7 - 26 June 1838.
(a) UNION CLERKS
The Commissioners saw the clerk as the key figure in union 
administration. In between meetings of the board of guardians, the 
other officers looked to the clerk for expert guidance. His duties 
were many and varied. At the most mundane level, he was required to 
attend all board meetings and to keep accurate minutes of the 
' decisions made. In addition he had to attend all special committees 
and make a record of their proceedings. Some clerks had difficulty 
carrying out these basic functions preoccupied as many of them were 
with their private legal practices. Mr. Hart, the clerk of Reigate
Union, was reprimanded in 1852 for failing to attend five consecutive
2 3board meetings, and then resigned through *pressure of business*.
It was the clerk*s duty to see that copies of all incoming and 
outgoing union correspondence were docketed and preserved in letter 
books. He was expected to ..create an efficient reference system so 
that any item could be found at a moment*s notice. Similarly all 
tenders, bills and receipts had to be kept separately, docketed and 
preserved for three years. All his books had to have *clear and 
copious I n d i c e s F r o m  time to time the central authority had 
difficulty obtaining returns from the Surrey clerks. Indeed, in the 
case of A. G. Davidson, the Godstone Union clerk, this form of 
inefficiency became a longstanding problem. As early as 1836,
1 The Consolidated General Order, l8*f7» Article 202, No. 1: 
Glen W* C., op. cit., p 148.
2 KRO BG9/11/5, P 216 - 11 April 1832.
3 Ibid, p 220 - 8 September 1832.
Consolidated General Order, 18^7* Article 202, No. 3* p 130*
Davidson was severely criticised by Charles Mott, the Assistant 
Commissioner responsible for the Surrey area, for his tardiness in
'I
supplying essential returns and settling outstanding accounts.
For a time thereafter, Davidson performed his duties fairly
efficiently, but in 184-3, the Poor Law Commissioners again complained
2that he had not supplied the required returns. Although he blamed
his inefficiency on the complexity of the system, the guardians
reprimanded him. In 184£, following further blatant delays, the
Commissioners threatened to dismiss him unless he performed his
I*
duties more expeditiously. Davidson wrote back two weeks later 
full of abject apologies for failing to answer the central authority*s 
letters and explained that he could not find the papers relating to
5
the workhouse report. The whole matter was discussed by the board
6of guardians and Davidson tendered his resignation. However the
guardians did not want to lose his services, and asked the central
authority to advise them as to their best course of action. The
Commissioners announced that they would not insist on Davidson*s
7resignation if the board wished to retain him. On learning this, 
Davidson withdrew his resignation.
Davidson however made no better use of his second reprieve than 
he had of his first and in August 184-8 Colonel Pigott complained 
angrily that he had not received Godstone*s January returns even 
though he had demanded them on numerous occasions. Moreover, as he
pointed out, all the other 67 clerks in.his district had sent them in
8 9on time. When the central authority demanded an explanation, their
1 KRO BG5/11/1, p 213 - 7 November 1836.
2 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12315/140573/1 December 184-3.
3 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12315/140573/2 December 184-3.
4- The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 123l6/785a/13 January 1846.
3 A. G. Davidson to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12316/1029a/27 January 1846.
6 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12316/1151 a/30 January 1846.
7 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 123l6/1151a/9 February 1846.
8 Colonel Pigottfs ms report: PRO MH12 12316/23331/26 August 1848.
9 The PLB to A. G. Davidson: PRO MH12 12316/23331/31 August 184-8.
letters were ignored and they had to write again in September, drawing
*i
Davidson’s attention to his ’apparent neglect of his duties*.4 On
p
22nd September, Davidson sent the long awaited returns without any
apology or explanation for his conduct. When the central authority
3requested that he resign his post, he did not reply for several 
days and then announced that he had been too busy to tender his 
resignation and asked for three months’ grace to put his accounts'in
if 5
order. Foolishly, as it turned out, the central authority agreed
and in some unexplained way, Davidson persuaded them at the end of
the period to allow him to continue in office. Indeed, he remained
in undisputed possession until 1830 when the Poor Law auditor
complained that he had been unable to study Godstone’s books as
6the clerk had not prepared them. On this occasion, Davidson
7
resigned without waiting to be asked.
The difficulties the central authority encountered with Davidson
were mirrored, although to a lesser degree, in many other unions.
The central authority suffered enormous irritation from not being-
informed of staff resignationsand appointments. It took Farnham
Guardians, for example, eleven years to inform the central authority
8that they had appointed a nurse to take charge of the infirmary.
In many cases, the central authority learnt of staff vacancies 
from advertisements in the columns of the Times and other leading 
neifspapers. This was how, for instance, they discovered that the 
master, matron and chaplain of Farnham Union had resigned. On each 
occasion they wrote to the board of guardians reminding them that it
1 The PLB to A. G. Davidson: PRO MU12 .12316/23636/4 September 1848.
2 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12316/26742/22 September 1848.
3 The PLB to A. G. Davidson: PRO MH12 12316/26742/26 September 184-8.
4- A. G. Davidson to the PLB: PRO MH12 12316/27641/3 October 1848.
3 The PLB to A. G. Davidson: PRO MH12 12316/2.7641/11 October 1848.
6 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12316/28600/3 July 1830.
7 KRO BG3/11/7, p 292 - 12 July 1830.
8 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12273/7923/6 March 1837*
1 Sc 2was their d u t y  to inform them of such developments. Such
neglect of duty occurred much more frequently under the Poor Law
Commissioners than under the Poor Law Board. In many cases during
the ‘thirties and '‘forties boards of guardians failed to inform
the central authority of staff changes because they had illegally
3dismissed the officers concerned. In 1850, the Poor Law Board
charged the clerk of Reigate Union with neglect after asking him on
four occasions to furnish them with the newly appointed schoolmaster*s 
kcurriculum vitae. Similarly in 1853» the Poor Law Board reprimanded
Mr. Holiest, the clerk of Farnham District School for failing to inform
5 8c 6Colonel Pigott of the managers* decisions and appointments.
One of the clerk*s main duties was to keep, check and examine all 
7union accounts. This was a time consuming and complicated task. Mr.
Smallpeice, the Guildford Union clerk, was reprimanded by the central 
8authority in 1856 for the inaccuracy of his union accounts and his
9ignorance of the regulations. Sometimes, officers succumbed to the 
temptations involved in handling large suras.of money. In 1856,
Richmond Guardians became suspicious of the way in which their clerk,
1 The PLB to Farnham Union: PRO WL12 12272/1^500/26 April 1853.
2 The PLB to Farnham Union: PRO MH12 12272/16832/2? July l8^f.
3 There are many examples in the field of education: See Chapter 
V, pp4.3S-<?
k Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12577/^567/7 October 1850.
The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12^77/^567^/7 October 1850.
The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12577/^567^/22 October 1850.
The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12377/^8367B/3O November 1§30.
The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12577/^65^7^/11 December 1850.
5 Colonel Pigott to the PLB: PRO MH2?A68*f2/15 December 1853.
6 The PLB to Farnham District School: PRO MH27/^68k2/21 December 18,53
7 The Consolidated General Order, 18^7» Article 202, No.2, Glen V/. C. 
op. cit., p 1^9.
8 The PLB to Mr. W. Smallpeice: PRO MH12 12338/865B/18 January 1856.
9 Mr. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12338/865/9 January 1856.
1William Chapman, was keeping the union accounts* A committee of
enquiry discovered that he had been retaining sums allocated for the
maintenance of the non-settled poor in his own account for considerable
2
periods instead of handing them over to the treasurer. In the 
circumstances the Poor Law Board ordered an official enquiry to be 
held.^ H. B. Farnall, the district inspector, duly carried out a 
thorough investigation and acquitted Chapman of any intention to
4
defraud the union while heavily criticising his unorthodox methods.
The central authority accepted their inspector’s findings and
5informed Richmond Guardians that they might retain Chapman^ while
warning him to adhere strictly to Article 221 of the Consolidated
6
Order, 1847 in future.
George Hills, Dorking’s Union Clerk, resigned in 1842 after being 
7accused of misconduct. The union books were in such an appalling
g
state that the guardians could make nothing of them. At their 
request, the central authority sent Assistant Commissioner Parker to 
investigate the affair. Parker subsequently proved that Hills had 
obtained considerable sums of money fraudulently by increasing the 
size of bills, paying union cheques into his own account and then
1 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12599/255/2 January 1856.
2 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12599/6771/51 January 1856.
3 The PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12599/6771B/2 March 1856.
4 Mr. Famall’s ms report: PRO MH12 12599/9420/19 March 1857.
5 The PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12599/9420/4 April 1857.
6 The PLB to Mr. Chapman: PRO MH12 12599/94-20/4- April 1857. This
required every officer of a union v/ho received money on behalf 
of the board of guardians to pay over the same to the Treasurer 
of the Union ’notwithstanding that any salary or balance may be 
due from the Union to such officer* ^ The Consolidated Order, 1847, 
Article 221.in. Glen W. C., op. cit., pp 205-6.
7, Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12220/2739a/l8 March 1842.
8 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12220/3665a/7 April 1842.
issuing cheques himself for the correct amounts. After a time he 
had become over-confident and presented the same bill time and again 
trusting that the guardians1 forgetfulness and the auditor’s belief 
in his integrity would prevent detection. Parker initiated legal 
proceedings against Hills for embezzlement. This case cleanly 
illustrated the danger of entrusting financial business to any 
officer, however well qualified and trusted, without an adequate 
system of surveillance and auditing.
An even worse situation came to light at Hambledon in 1839-
On 25th July, the chairman and vice-chairman of the board of guardians
resigned following a vigorous debate and the board resolved: ’That
the affairs of the Hambledon Union having fallen into disorder the
Poor Law Board are hereby applied to by this Board to promote a
2thorough investigation.’ For some reason, the clerk^Charles Woods,
did not immediately post a copy of this resolution to the central
authority as he had been instructed. As a result the central authority
knew nothing about the crisis until Mr. Thurlow, one of the ex-officio
3guardians, wrote to them asking them to take immediate action. 
Eventually, the Poor Law Board received a copy of the guardians’
~ If.
resolution in a letter dated 19th August, 1839* Shortly afterwards
5
Charles Woods informed them that he:;had been asked to resign.
Following his resignation, the guardians set up a special
committee of enquiry which reported that the union accounts were in
such confusion that they could not decide whether the clerk had been
7guilty of fraud or not.' In an attempt to clarify the situation, the
guardians hired an independent firm of accountants to investigate the 
8whole matter. Even after a prolonged audit of all the books from 183^
*1 Mr. Parker’s ms report: PRO MH12 12220/3920a/12 May l8*f2.
2 KRO BG7/11A, PP 166-7 - 23 July 1859.
3 Mr. Thurlow to the PLB: PRO MH12 1237V31588/1 August 1859.
4 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1237V335W19 August 1839.
3 Charles Woods to the PLB: PRO MH12 1237V3^30/30 August 1839.
6 KRO BG7/11A, p 196 -  31 October 1839.
7 Ibid, p 208 - 12 December 1839*
8 Ibid, p 338 - b March i860.
TABLE LX: Reasons for the Resignation of Surrey Union Clerks 
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onwards, the accountants were unable to come to a firm conclusion, and
so the guardians forwarded their reports to the central authority and
1asked them for their advice. After studying the reports at length,
the Poor Lav; Board decided there was *no measure which.1 the Guardians
can take at present to clear up the doubts and questions which exist
2in their accounts. 1
Nevertheless, apart from these four officers, the Surrey Union
Clerks performed their duties efficiently and-well* (Three clerks,
those of Farnham, Kingston and Richmond Unions, served throughout the
whole period from 1836 to 1871; while another three were in office
for five to nine years, two more for fifteen to nineteen years and
kthe remaining three for 20 to years. The Surrey Union Clerks 
served longer and more efficiently than any of the other local Poor 
Law officials.
Relations between the clerks and their employers, the guardians, 
were usually good although ill feeling was created by some ill-advised
attempts to lower some officers* salaries. At one time or another,
5 6 7Chertsey, Guildford and Reigate Guardians requested permission to
reduce their clerks* salaries on the grounds that the cost of
provisions had fallen. On each occasion, the central authority
refused to have anything to do with such manoeuvres and insisted that
8the officers* salaries be maintained at the existing level. Such 
incidents were unusual however. Normally the Surrey Guardians raised
1 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MU12 1237V37837/16 September 1861.
2 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 '1237V37837B/9 December 1861.
3 Or l8*f6 to 1871 in the case of the Farnham Clerk.
k See Table LXI.
3 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12l¥i/2885a/23 February 18VI.
6 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12336/933V 2* March 1830.
7 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12376/2^/6 January l8Vf.
8 The PLCs to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12l¥f/2883a/l8 March 18*H.
The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12336/933 V 8 March 1830.
The PLCs to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12376/70^-a/9 February l8¥f.
-L-nJJLUiJ O U M C ty UJ.XO.UA1 V *L C 1  O  k m x u x  XV^O
(in pounds) Between *1836 end I87I
Unions 1835 18*K) 1830 1860 1870
Chertsey 90 90 90 120 120
Dorking 100 100 100 100 100
Epsom 130 150 130 130 130
Farnham 100 100 100
Godstone 80 80 100 100 100
Guildford 120 160 130 130 230
Hambledon 73 73 73: 73 73
Kingston j 173 173 173 173 223
Reigate
I " " 1 ■ 1 1 ■ J
| 1°3 103 130 130 200
Richmond j 100 100 100 100 130
National average j 
salary in 1850 J
» I ....
110
'
their clerics1 salaries as soon as there was evidence that their 
workload had increased.
Without doubt, by contemporary standards, the Surrey Union 
Clerks maintained the highest levels of service.
TABLE LXI'II: The Surrey Workhouse Masters* Occupations Prior to Appointment
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( ) denotes the original career of masters who had been in the Poor Law service 
prior to being appointed to posts in Surrey*
0>) MASTERS AND-MATRONS
The master and matron were the officers who were ultimately
responsible for the efficient internal administration of the workhouse,
a task calling for minute attention to detail as well as considerable
skill and hard work* Indiscipline was one of their most difficult
problems especially during the period between 1834- and 184-7 when large
scale rioting was far from unusual* Anne Hilton, who led the rioters
at Dorking workhouse in 1836, declared that she would rather go to
1the tread mill for two months than obey the master* There was more
2 8c 3rioting at Guildford and Godalming in 1837- In the first named
union, the able-bodied men armed themselves with hammers and mallets
and smashed up union property until the magistrates arrived and
restored order: ten men were sent for trial. A few days previously,
seven men had been arrested and charged with causing a riot at
Godalming workhouse. The Reigate officers had similar problems in
1838 when eight able-bodied vromen v/ere sent before the magistrates
for refusing to obey the master;^ in 184-1 seven more women were
5charged with refusing to perform their taskwork and rioting. A
wave of workhouse riots took place in 184-5* la January, the able-
bodied inmates of Dorking workhouse refused to operate the mill and
seven were sent for trial.^ In April five Epsom youths of between
thirteen and fifteen years of age were charged with disorderly conduct
7and threatening to strike the master. In February, the able-bodied ,
8male inmates of Reigate workhouse refused to attend divine service.
1 KRO EG^/¥f/l, p 20 - 30 November 1836.
2 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/253c/11 January 1837.
3 KRO BG6/11/1, p 187 - 7 January 1837*
4- KRO BG9/11/1* P 284- - 19. December 1838.
3 KRO BG9/11/2, p 121 - 23 March 184-1.
6 KRO BG2/11/3, p 299 - 16 January 184-5.
7 KRO B: 3/11/5, p 112 - 2 April 184-5.
8 KRO BG9/11/3, P .4-51 - 25 February 184-5.
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In the circumstances, it is hardly surprising that the Surrey 
Boards of Guardians usually selected masters who had served in either 
the police or the armed forces: no less than eleven out of 3b officers 
for v/hom career details exist started their working life in either of 
these occupations. 29 had had previous experience of the Poor Law 
service: fifteen as workhouse masters; six as porters; four as school­
masters; two as relieving officers; one as a taskmaster and another as
1an assistant union clerk. These men were used to giving as well as
receiving orders. An analysis of the Surrey matrons’ occupational
backgrounds shows that 26 out of 28 officers for whom career details
are available had had previous experience in Poor Law institutions:
fourteen as matrons; five as female searchers; five as schoolteachers;
2one as an assistant matron, and another as a workhouse nurse.
These officers' duties were many and varied. The master was
responsible for the admission, cleansing, clothing and classifying
3
of all male applicants for the House, while the matron looked after
b
the women and all children below seven years of age. These
admission procedures were extremely important as many applicants for
the house were sick and the master and matron had to see that every
pauper was medically examined before being admitted. This duty was
much neglected in the Surrey workhouses until 18^ 7} when the central
authority insisted that boards of guardians provide adequate receiving
5
or probation wards.
1 See Table LXIII.
2 See Table LXIV.
3 General Consolidated Order, Articles 208, No. 1, 2, in Glen W. C., 
op. cit., pp 172, 173*
b Ibid, Article 210, No. 1 and 2 in Glen W. C., op. cit., p 183.
3 See Chapter II, pp 1^3-1 bb.
A particularly unfortunate example of the way in which masters
could misuse these powers occurred at Epsom in 18b6 . A ratepayer
called Charles Morris complained to Sir James Graham, the Home
Secretary, that Joseph Gritton, the workhouse master, had refused to
admit a poor boy who had been knocked down and severely injured close
to the workhouse and had sworn viciously at Morris when he had tried
to reason with him. : When the Poor Law Commissioners investigated
the matter on Sir James Graham's behalf, Epsom Guardians defended
the execrable Gritton, whose mastership was regularly punctuated by
disputes, claiming that he had been provoked by Morris* 'irritating 
2language*. Reluctantly, they admitted that the master had been
wrong to refuse the boy admittance, but were not prepared to censure
him. Not wishing to antagonise the guardians further, the Poor Law
Commissioners informed the Home Secretary that although Gritton was
censurable for refusing to take the boy in and for his use of
'immoderate* language, it would be best if the matter was left in the
3
guardians' hands. As the work of the Senior officers became more 
and more onerous, this task of controlling admission to the workhouse
bwas frequently delegated to the porter' and female searcher.
The maintenance of the prescribed regime was another of the
5
senior officers' important duties. At nine o'clock at night in winter 
and at ten o'clock in summer, the master visited the men's wards to 
see that the lights and fires were out; similarly the matron checked 
the women's wards summer and winter at nine o'clock at night.^ Keeping
1 C. Morris to Sir James Graham: PRO MH12 12236/6373^/2 June 18^6.
2 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/7296a/l3 June 18^6.
3 The PLCs to Sir James Graham: PRO MH12 12236/7296a/27 June l8*f6*
b See pt;£?3<j
3 Grand Consolidated Order, Article 208, No. 3» P 17b and Article
No. 3, P 183.
6 Grand Consolidated Order, Article 208, No. 10, p 173 end Article
210, No. 6 , p l8*f.
the workhouse clean was no easy task when one remembers that the 
Surrey institutions consisted of separate blocks connected to each 
other by dirty paths and airing yards. Moreover, there were so few 
able-bodied female inmates available during the 1830s and 1860s 
that cleansing these huge, badly planned complexes became a major
3
problem and led to considerable criticism by the Poor Law Inspectors. 
The Youngs, the Master and Matron of Reigate (1837~45) were dismissed 
when H. W. Parker declared the workhouse and infirmary to be in a
4♦disgraceful state*. Similar charges were proved against Mrs. Farr,
5the Matron of Reigate between 1843 and 1831, while Mrs. Southon the 
long serving Matron of Dorking workhouse (1842-1869) was ordered to
pay more attention to the cleansing of the house, particularly the
6 7infirmary. In spite of this warning, the workhouse remained dirty
and after further remonstrations failed to stimulate her to greater
8efforts, she was persuaded to resign.
The master was responsible for estimating how much food the
inmates would consume during the intermissions between board of
9guardians* meetings, for the reception and checking of all goods
entering the workhouse, and for the preparation, cooking and
10distribution of all foodstuffs. These duties were often incorrectly 
delegated to junior officers and even paupers. However, there is
1 For example at Dorking: Dr. .Smith*s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/ 
41843/23 October 1866.
2 For example: Matron of Dorking to PLB: PRO MH12 12224/6608/
2 February 1869*
3 For example: J. J. Henley*s ms report on Dorking: PRO MH12 12223/ 
21135/22 April 1869.
4 H. W. Parker*s ms report: PRO MH12 12376/5573a/3 May 1843 and the 
PLCs to the Youngs: PRO MH12 12576/5060a/1 May 1843.
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12377/8953/12 February 1831.
6 Mr. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/35013/24 August 1865*
7 Mr. Henley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12223/49080/13 October 1868.
8 The PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12223/66©8B/17 February 1869*
9 General Consolidated Order, 1847, Article 208, No. 20 in Glen W. C.,
op. cit., p 181.
10 General Consolidated Order, 1847, Article 208, No. 8 , p 175*
little evidence that any of the Surrey Masters reduced the size of 
their paupers1 dietaries although they were occasionally accused
'I
of ordering too much food and disposing of the surplus* Francis
Henning, the Superintendent of the Farnham District School between
l8*f9 and 1853, illegally reduced the children*s food allowances and
pcaused a dramatic increase in abscondence from the school. Mr.
Farr, the Master of Reigate workhouse, was censured for reducing the
3paupers* bread allowance without permission, while Chertsey Board 
of Guardians admonished Mr. Maconochie, the master, for selling
if
dripping, to the inmates for his own profit.
Some Surrey masters like Mr. Sargent of Farnham misappropriated 
5
workhouse stores. Usually, these were petty affairs. At Godstone 
Union, for example, the master was accused of giving the medical 
officer some wood belonging to the union, but on investigation, it 
was discovered that he had merely exchanged the timber for some much 
more valuable wood which the medical officer owned; his only crime was
g
his failure to obtain the guardians* permission for the transaction.
Some masters ran small businesses on the workhouse premises which
led observers to believe that illegal transactions were taking place.
For this reason the Master of Reigate workhouse was ordered in 'l&kk- to
7
discontinue keeping poultry and pigeons for his own profit.' Joseph
Gritton of Epsom was accused of sending workhouse produce to his
8friends and relatives. On investigation, it was shown that he kept
1 The Richmond porter accused the master of this: KRO BG10/11/7, P ^38
7 April l86*f.
2 Farnham District School to the PLB: PRO MH27/68/1313/9 January 1833.
3 Colonel Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 1 2377/8932/12 February 1831.
4- KRO BG1/11/10, p 2¥f - 23 October 1870.
5 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/29788A/2zf July 1867.
6 KRO BG3/11/7» p 260 - 3 May 1830.
7 KRO BG9/11/3, p 252 - 2 January 18¥+.
8 Mr. Hall*s ms report: PRO MH12 12238/8110a/25 June 184-5*
a considerable number of pigs and .'poultry on the: premises as well as 
producing large quantities of homemade wine which he gave to the 
chaplain and other workhouse officers as well as to his friends and 
relatives
Although the master and matron were jointly responsible for 
2clothing the inmates, the matron usually took sole charge of the 
stores of clean bed linen, blankets and towels. Widespread.shortages 
of clean, linen, bore witness partly to the Surrey matrons1 lack of 
energy and partly, no doubt, to the guardians’ parsimony.
The master and the matron were jointly responsible, for the
organisation of the workhouse infirmary. It was the master’s duty
to summon the medical officer to examine sick and mentally unsound
inmates. Often sick paupers were kept waiting for a considerable time
before the medical officer was sent for because the master was too busy,
to see them. Although such cases occasionally led to charges of
neglect, the guardians usually took a favourable view of their most
valued officer’s activities. When the Weekly Dispatch accused Moss
Lyon, the Master of Carshalton workhouse, in 1837? of causing the
3
death of a pauper called Louisa Rayner, Epsom Guardians investigated 
the case and declared Lyon innocent of neglect but took the precaution 
of explaining the circumstances to the central authority. Occasionally, 
inmates* complaints led to official enquiries. An Epsom pauper called 
Forster complained to the Poor Law Board that he had been kept in the 
receiving wards for many days and that his linen and clothes were
5
damp. Colonel Pigott, the district inspector, investigated the
allegations and censured the master for not seeing Forster,. who was
a consumptive, on the day of his arrival and for keeping him in the
6receiving ward long after it was necessary.
1 Ibid.
2 Consolidated General Order, Article 208, No. 2, p 173 and Article 
210, No. 2, p 183.
3 KRO BG3/11/1, p 158 - 22 February 1837*
k Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO 2-012 12236/6099a/21 May 18^3.
3 Mr. Forster to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2 2 W ™ V 2 9  December 1838.
6 Colonel Pigott»s ms report: PRO MH12 122^1/1727/14- January 1839.
The master was also required to see that the sick received the 
medication, extras and special diets ordered by the medical officer.
This was often difficult to accomplish as these officers frequently 
quarrelled. At Godstone, the master complained that the medical 
officer did not treat him with the respect his office warranted and
1gave his orders directly to the pauper nurses instead of to himself.
On another occasion, the Master of Dorking workhouse pointed out that
he could not supervise the patients* medication because the medical
officer neither informed him of his wishes nor wrote his instructions
in the Medical Book; in fact, special diets were still being prepared
2for patients who had been discharged cured weeks previously.
Although the master, subject to the medical officer’s instructions,
was given overall responsibility for the treatment of sick inmates, it
3
was the matron who supervised the actual nursing although she often 
had had little previous experience. District inspectors often 
criticised the unsatisfactory state of the infirmaries and asked the 
central authority to reprimand the officers responsible. Although 
the appointment of paid nurses often raised the standard of patient- 
care, it frequently led to disagreements between the officers. Most 
matrons feared that the appointment of professional nurses would lead
3 8c 6to a diminution of their powers. On the other hand, infirmaries
which did not have paid nurses often lacked proper supervision while 
the matron was performing her other duties. Indeed, the central 
authority recognised this and tried to dissuade boards of guardians 
from trying to overcome the problem by appointing assistant matrons 
as they too became progressively detached from their original primary 
function of superintending the nursing of the inmates; Richmond infirmary 
was a classic example of the difficulties that arose when such an 
approach was adopted.^
1 KRO BG3/11/3, PP 2-10r~ 10 January 1840.
2 R. B. Cane’s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/3133^/10 August 1863*
3 Consolidated General Order, 184-7, Article 210, No. 12, p 184-.
4- For example Mrs. Southon of Dorking: J. J. Henley’s ms report:
PRO MH12 12223/4-9080/13 October 1868 and Mrs. Farr of Reigate: 
Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377/24-244-/10 August 184-9.
3 Dr. E. Smith, Report on Provincial Infirmaries, 1867: PRO MH32/ 
12939/April 1867, p 36.
6 Ibid.
7 Ibid.
8 See Chapter II, p 103.
The maintenance of good discipline remained the senior officers* 
most important duty. Some Surrey Masters lacked the necessary 
qualities of leadership and courage to fulfill this function success­
fully. In 184-4-, the Master of Kingston workhouse was reprimanded for 
being too familiar with the inmates, while Guildford*s senior officer 
was accused of failing to make the able-bodied paupers do their task­
work and of allowing them to go to the races from which many of them 
2returned drunk. The board of guardians set up a special committee to
investigate the charges but although they agreed that Mr*-Ames had
been guilty of *laxity of discipline*, they felt that this was an
isolated incident and that otherwise, he was *a most excellent and
3
efficient officer.* Some matrons also lacked authority: Mrs.
Laneham, a Dorking “Matron, was dismissed in 184-1 for *want of Strength 
and Energy* which the guardians insisted accounted in large measure
L
for *the Mismanagement of the Domestic Duties of the present Workhouse.*
More frequently perhaps the senior officer^ response to
disciplinary problems was unduly harsh. Mark Vernon, the Master of
Leatherhead workhouse in 1837, was dismissed for illtreating the 
5
pauper inmates. At Kingston, the Smiths, the master and matron of
the workhouse, were forced to resign after Sir Edmund Head proved
6that they had seriously illtreated the pauper children. However,
this did not prevent them becoming Master and Matron of Chertsey
7 8workhouse in 184-3 in spite of the Poor Law Commissioners* warnings.
1 Mr. Hall’s ms report: PRO MH12 12391/54-18a/3 May 184-4-.
2 James Sturt to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12333/6355a/31 May 184-5-
3 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12335/8387a/2 July 184-5.
4- KRO BG2/11/2, p 235 - 28 October 184-1 and p 270 - 2 December 184-1.
3 KRO BS3/11/1, P 155 - 1 3  February 1837-
6 Sir Edmund Head’s ms report: PRO MH12 12590/1084-0A/26 October 184-0.
7 KRO BG1/11/3, p 93 - 14- February l8*f3-
8 Ibid, p 96 - 21 February 184-3*
Not very surprisingly they were forced to resign their posts at 
Chertsey in 1844 because of the disgraceful state of the workhouse 
where 1pustulous itchf was rampant and because of'their many quarrels
'I
with the junior officers. Similarly, the Farrs, the Master and
Matron of Reigate workhouse* were required to resign because of 1 their
2overbearing tempers.* In their report on Farnham workhouse, .the 
Lancet Commissioners claimed that »For fourteen years the virtual 
government of the place has been a despotism on the part of the late 
master (Mr. Sargent).* Although the chairman of the guardians 
scoffed at this allegation during the subsequent offical enquiry, 
unimpeachable witnesses such as the union clerk bore witness to the
Vmaster*s violent behaviour. Aggressive behaviour was not an 
exclusively male characteristic. Kingston Guardians, for instance, 
reprimanded their matron, Mrs. Buttery, in 1843 for her ‘incautious
5
and violent conduct.* However, she appears to have swung from one
extreme to the other for in 184V she was accused of being *too
familiar with the paupers.* By contrast, Mrs. Southon, the Matron
of Dorking Union between 184-2 and 1869, was consistent in her
7‘domineering* behaviour throughout her period of service.
The Surrey Masters* lack of education and perhaps zeal were 
continually exposed by complaints about their inaccurate book­
keeping. Peter Bews, the Master of Reigate workhouse, was dismissed 
in 1837 because his books were in *a very imperfect and unsatisfactory
g
state.* On the other hand, Mr. Askew, the Master of Chertsey workhouse,
1 Mr. Hale*s ms report in KRO BG1/11/3, p 267 - 10 December 184-4-.
2 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12577/8952/12 February 1851.
3 The Lancet Report on Farnham Infirmary, 1867, p 497*
4- The Poor Law Report on Farnham Infirmary, 1867, PP 111-113*
5 KRO BG8/11/2, p 1 - 7 March 184-3.
6 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12391/54-18a/24- April 1844.
7 Mr. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/55955/24- August 1865.
8 KRO BG9/11/1, P 159 - 25 October 1837*
was accused of falsifying his accounts* However, Assistant Commissioner
Parker could not substantiate these charges although he reported
serious * errors in the discipline and in the domestic management of
1the establishment.* On occasions, astonishing forbearance was shown 
to inefficient officers. Mr. ;Ames* workhouse books were found to be
full of *arithmetical and clerical errors* by the auditor of Guildford
2 3Union but he escaped with nothing more than a caution ~ he had
been the workhouse schoolmaster prior to his appointment as senior
2l c
officer. Similar criticisms were levelled in 1862 and 186,5*
Eventually, an official enquiry proved that Ames was totally incapable
6of performing his duties and he resigned. His books were in such a
bad state that the guardians gave this as the reason why his successor
7should be awarded an increase in salary. Robert Becket, the Master
of Chertsey, was required to resign in 1865 because of the many
8irregularities in his accounts while the central authority refused
to sanction the appointment of Wheeler Stevens as Master of Reigate
because he had neglected the workhouse accounts at Shipton-on-Stour
Union and owed £83 1s 10d at the time of his resignation in 
9September 1866.
Senior officers quite often held more than one workhouse post
particularly during the 1830s: for instance, the masters and matrons.
of Godalraing and Worplesdon workhouses in Guildford Union were also
10the schoolteachers. When Godstone Guardians proposed to establish
1 Copy of Parker*s Report in KRO BG1/11/2, p 1^5 ~ 21 January 18**0.
2 Mr. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12338/865/9 January 1856.
3 Ibid.
k The PLB to Mr. Ames: PRO MH12 12339/27389B/31 July 1862.
5 The PLB to Mr. Ames: PRO KH12 123W7337E/11 March 1863.
6 Mr. Corbett*s ms report: PRO MH12 123^*0/26885 /6 July 1863.
7 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 123W21^5/16 January 1865.
8 The PLB to Robert Beckett: PRO MH12 12151/5337B/20 February 1865.
9 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12583/5^300/1 6 November 1868.
10 KRO BG6/11/1, p 85 - 27 August 1836.
1
an identical arrangement, the Poor Law Commissioners refused to
2sanction th.a scheme. Although the central authority set its face
firmly against the combination of senior and subordinate posts, some
boards of guardians continued to make such arrangements. In 1856,
John Davis, the Master of Reigate workhouse, was made union baker
3
and awarded an increase in salary of £10 p.a.. Even after the
central authority had ruled that officers could not hold more than
one post, some Surrey Masters continued to perform extra duties.
Guildford Guardians awarded their master, Richard David, .an extra
£10 p.a. in 1869 because he supervised the repairing and redecorating
4
of the workhouse and did all the blacksmith*s work himself.-
The quantity and diversity of the senior officers* work often 
led to the appointment of assistants or to the delegation,of certain 
duties to other workhouse officers or to paupers. Even at the 
beginning of the period the administration of a large workhouse was 
so burdensome that assistant masters had to be appointed. Matthew 
Nethercroft, for instance, was made assistant master of Guildford 
workhouse in 1836, v/hile John Fielder, the son of Harabledbn*s senior 
officer, served as assistant master of Reigate workhouse between 1838
n
and 1848 when he resigned to become a baker at Redhill. The guardians
frequently appointed one of the senior officer*s sons: Charles Farr,
the eldest son of the Master of Reigate (1843-1831) served as assistant
master throughout his father*s period of office and resigned shortly
8
after his disgrace in 1831.
1 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 123l4/4867a/23 June 1839.
2 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 123lV4867a/28 June 1839.
3 KRO BG9/1V5, P 601 - 9 July 1836.
4 KRO BG6/11/16 , pp 439-461:- 12 June 1869.
3 KRO BG6/11/1, p 136 - 12 November 1836.
6 KRO BG9/11/1, p 223 - 23 May 1838; his brother William Fielder
had been made Storekeeper earlier in the year (BG9/11/1, p 189 -
7 February 1838).
7 KRO BG9/11/4, p 3 4 4 - 3  September 1848.
8 KRO BG9/11/3, p 81 - 9 April 1831.
Assistant matrons were occasionally appointed. At Reigate, the
eldest daughter of the Hambledon Master, Miss Fielder, was appointed
Harriet Young*s assistant in 184-2* At Hambledon, Charlotte Fielder
2
was made her mother*s assistant in 184-8 and remained such until her
3mother resigned in 1863 when she became matron; her younger sister,
4-
Ellen Fielder, was then appointed assistant matron* At Godstone,
5
Louisa Gower, the matron’s daughter, was appointed assistant matron
while at Guildford in 1851, Mrs* Sarah Ames became her mother-in-law’s 
6assistant* Sometimes illness made such appointments necessary: in
1853 Ann Pook was made assistant matron of Kingston workhouse when it
7was realised that Mrs* Hogg, the matron, v/as dying of cancer* From
1833 onwards, the porteresses of Richmond Union were appointed
8assistant matrons with special responsibility for nursing*
On the other .hand if assistants were not appointed, weak,
overworked senior officers tended to delegate many of their duties
to their subordinates. Charles Young, the Master of Reigate (1837-4-3)»
was suspended for delegating so many of his duties to the assistant
9master and porter that the workhouse fell into disorder* Both Mr* 
and Mrs. Everdall, the Master and Matron of Farnham workhouse, were 
censured by the guardians for handing over important :-,duties to the 
porter and female searcher and other officers so that *the discipline 
and economy of the House constantly suffers from the want of that 
active and energetic personal supervision which it is the duty of both
1 KRO BG9/11/2, n.p.n. - 26 July 184-2.
2 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12372/23031/22 August 184-8.
3 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377/1631^/8 May 1863.
4- Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377/19863/23 May 1863.
3 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12317/13733/14- March 1833.
6 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2336/39978/17 October 1851.
7 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12394/903/3 January 1835.
8 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12399/4^98^/21 December 1833.
9 KRO BG9/11/3, p 232 - 2 January 1844-.
1
these officers to give*1 Mr* Maconochie, the Master of Chertsey
workhouse, was found guilty of similar weaknesses in 1870: he had
illegally handed over the saying of prayers to the porter and placed
2one of the pauper boys m  charge of the vrorkhouse accounts. At 
Kingston, Mr. Smith, the master, was reprimanded for leaving the 
supply and distribution of provisions in the hands of unsuperintended
3paupers.
Virtually incarcerated in the workhouse throughout the year, the
senior officers frequently succumbed to whatever temptations came
their way. At least two Surrey Masters, Henry Laneham of Dorking
and James Sargent of Farnham, were dismissed for having illicit
4- & 5sexual relations with inmates in their care. Although James
Sargent denied the charge, it was proved that he had paid a pregnant
girl called Ann Stubbles, to leave the Farnham institution and make
6her way to another workhouse in the neighbourhood. In 1838, Henry
Cripps, the Master of Worplesdon workhouse in Guildford Union, was
7
dismissed for similar 1gross misconduct*. In other cases, the
masters were given the benefit of the doubt. Mr. Askey, the Master of
Chertsey Union (1838-4-2), was accused of getting a simple-minded girl 
8with child but was exonerated, albeit rather reluctantly by Assistant
Commissioner Parker after an official enquiry in 184-0.^  The Masters
of Reigate and Richmond workhouses, Mr. Young and Mr. Finlayson, were
accused of committing adultery with inmates in 184-3 and 1864- respectively.
Young had maintained a pretty widow in unpauper like style for well over
10a year before the accusation was made. Assistant Commissioner Parker
1 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12278/14-631/4- February 1869*
2 KRO BG1/11/10, p 23^ - 8 November 1870.
3 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12390/1084-0a/26 October 1840.
4- Mr. Tufnell’s ms report: PRO MH12 12220/11737^/28 December 184-1.
3 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2277/9897/20 March 1867.
6 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/11840/20 March 1867.
7 KRO BG8/11/2, pp 14-9-130 - 13 September 1838.
8 KRO BG1/11/2, p 136 - 7 January 184-0.
9 A copy of Mr. Parker*s report in KRO BG1/11/2, pp 138-40 - 14-
January 1840.
10 Mr. Parker’s ms report: PRO MH12 12376/1664-a/l7 December 184-4-.
had commented adversely in 1841 upon her behaviour and style of
dress. Although the Assistant Commissioner carried out a thorough
investigation into the charge he could find nothing but circumstantial
or seriously biased evidence to support it. Likewise, although Mr.
Finlayson had behaved in an extremely foolish way with a pauper
called Margaret Hulbert, a committee of guardians could not obtain
2definite proof of his guilt. No such doubts clouded the issue
at Hambledon in 1848 when William Fielder, the assistant master, was
■5
found in bed with a female pauper - he was instantly dismissed.
Drunkenness was another fairly common failing among senior officers.
Mr. Johnson, the Master of Godstone workhouse (1836-9), resigned after
L
it was proved that he was *a frequenter of Public Houses.* In 1863,
Mr. Ames, the Master of Guildford workhouse (1847-63), whose mastership
was punctuated by complaints and who had invariably obtained the
support of the board of guardians, was pronounced a hopeless alcoholic
5suffering from delerium tremens. James Baker, the Superintendent of
Farnham District School, was also forced to resign when he was
6proved to be an habitual drunkard. Less frequently, matrons
suffered from the same weakness. Charlotte Fielder, the Matron of
Hambledon workhouse (1863-71), a chronic alcoholic, was extremely
7
violent in her cups. However, the board of guardians treated her 
with the greatest leniency as she had spent almost her entire life in
1 Mr. Parker’s ms report: PRO MH12 12376/4303a/l3 April 1843.
2 Report of the Guardians* Committee of Investigation: KRO BG10/11/8, 
pp ¥$-431. - 28 April 1864.
3 Hambledon Union'to the PLB: PRO MH12 12373/23386/30 August 1848.
4 KRO BG5/11/2, p 296 - 17 May 1839.
3 Mr. Corbett’s ms report: PRO MH12 12340/26883/6 July 1863.
6 H. W. Hawley's ms report: PRO MH27/69/18472/23 May 1837.
7 KRO BG7/11/6, pp 213-6 - 22 April 1867.
their service; she was gently persuaded to resign and granted a
1handsome superannuation allowance.
After long hours in the claustrophobic atmosphere of the work­
house, it is understandable that some masters took every opportunity 
to escape to the outside world. Henry Gritton of Epsom (1839-49)>
for instance, was forced to resign because of his frequent absences 
2
from the House. He had a key to a private door opening onto the
street and this had enabled him to come and go at his pleasure without
having to pass the porter. These absences usually took place during
the day when the master had to deal with emergencies. In 18.52, John
Davis, the Master of Reigate workhouse (1851-6), was reprimanded for
not visiting a seriously sick pauper for two hours after he had been
3
told of his arrival. Similarly, the Medical Officer of Hambledon
workhouse complained that he had not been sent for after a pauper
inmate had collapsed because the master was absent and no-one knew
if
where he was; Mr. Riley, the master, was reprimanded.
There is considerable evidence that the Surrey Guardians were 
prepared to condone an amazing amount of inefficiency and bad 
behaviour on the part of their senior officers rather than bring 
legitimate pressure to bear upon them to mend their ways. On.the 
other hand, it may well be that these officers were sufficiently 
cunning to present an entirely different image to their employers from 
the one which the paupers or junior officers knew. Several masters, 
intoxicated by their success, went too far and apparently attempted 
to bully the guardians rather than manipulate them. Mr. Wilson, the
1 KRO BG7/11/7, P 301 -  12 June 1871.
2 KRO BG3/11/7, p 46 ~ 10 October 1849.
3 KRO BS9/11/5 , P 248 -  15 December 1852.
4 KRO BG7/11 /6 , p 122 -  30 July 1866.
Master of Epsom workhouse, was reprimanded for insulting a guardian
in 1838* Mr. Young, the Master of Reigate, was accused of *unwillingness
to carry out the orders of the Guardians after being warned again and 
2again.* The Lancet Commissioners described Mr. Sargent, the Master.- 
of Farnham workhouse, as *a large man, with an imposing presence, a
confident manner, and a faculty for talking down any mildly remonstrant
■5 .
guardians.* Although the Farnham Guardians vehemently denied that
they had been unduly influenced by this overbearing man, the appalling 
condition of the workhouse proved that at the very least they had 
failed to carry out their •functions and had left the paupers in the 
care of a man unfitted for that responsibility.
The Surrey Guardians were reluctant to dismiss senior officers 
on the death of their spouses. Such decisions were not always in the 
best interests of either the guardians or the inmates. While Robert
Hogg, the Master of Kingston workhouse, served successfully following
5 6the death of his wife, as did John Gower of Godstone, Mr. Sargent of
Farnham was finally forced to resign for getting an inmate with child. ' 7
More frequently it was a case of retaining the services of widowed
matrons. Mrs. Southon, the Matron of Dorking workhouse, was allowed
to retain her post following her husband*s death. This proved to be
a serious mistake as she quarrelled violently with the new master and
8allowed the workhouse to deteriorate until it became a disgrace. On
the other hand, Mrs. Shaw, the Matron of Reigate, proved to be as
9industrious and efficient after her husband*s death as before it.
1 KRO BG3/11/1, p 136 - 3 October 1838.
2 KRO BG9/11/3, P 499 - 22 April 184*3.
3 The Lancet Report on Farnham Infirmary, ip 4*97*
4 The Poor Law Report on Farnham Infirmary, p 28.
3 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12394/1894*3/16 May 1833.
6 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12319/9697/19 March 1864.
7 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/19136/18 May 1863.
8 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/14238/13 March 1869.
9 KRO BG9/11/8, p 368 - 6 November 1867.
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In spite of this great catalogue of weaknesses and failings,
there is no reason to believe that the levels of efficiency achieved
by Surrey’s senior workhouse officers were lower than those of senior
officers in other areas. None of the Surrey Unions employed anyone
1comparable with the infamous George Catch of the Strand workhouse
2or Colin McDougal of Andover Union. Most of Surrey’s senior
officers seem to have been poorly educated and poorly paid; not
surprisingly their standards tended to slip with advancing years and
growing familiarity with the guardians. Out of 36 masters who
completed their service in Surrey between 1834 and 1871,-nine were
required to resign, two were dismissed and three resigned ’voluntarily*
3rather than face an official enquiry or dismissal. Only four of the 
36 masters are known to have obtained promotion to other Poor Law 
appointments; the subsequent careers of four other officers are not
/{.
known but they may well have been appointed to other Poor Law posts.
Moreover the high percentage of forced resignations may be misleading
as most of the masters concerned served for considerable periods of
time before falling foul of their boards of guardians or the district
inspectors: eighteen masters or 38 per cent of the total served for
between one and nine years; and eleven or 22 per cent for betv?een ten 
5and 29 years. On the other hand eleven masters survived for less 
than a year. However, most of these early resignations were the 
result of temporary appointments, failure to provide satisfactory 
securities and dissatisfaction with conditions rather than misdemeanours 
or the boards of guardians’ dissatisfaction. The great majority of 
those whose careers were brought to a premature end by inefficiency or 
misdemeanours had served for a substantial number of years prior to 
their resignation or dismissal. Of the masters still serving in 1871,
1 Longmate N. op. cit., pp 102-4-.
2 Ibid, pp 101; 123-4-; 126; 127; 129-32.
3 See Table LXVI.
4- Ibid.
3 See Table LXV.
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five had completed between one and nine years while another three
1had served for between 20 and 29 years.
Predictably, an analysis of the Surrey Matrons* career details
yields a similar pattern. Most but not all were married to the
masters described above and shared their fates. Fourteen matrons
ivere required to resign, were dismissed or resigned rather than
face an official enquiry or dismissal; one other was persuaded to
2retire on a pension rather than face almost certain dismissal.
Once again, most of those who had their careers abruptly terminated
in one of these ways, had served their board of guardians for
substantial periods of time. Five matrons obtained posts in other
3Poor Law institutions. .
The Surrey Guardians paid their senior officers reasonable 
salaries by contemporary standards. Sir George Nicholls claimed 
that the average salary of 1,339 masters and matrons in 1830 was
If 5
£37 p.a. - the Surrey officers averaged £4-1 p.a.. Similarly,
Louisa Twining demonstrated how badly paid workhouse officers were 
by comparing their salaries in 1837 with those of their colleagues in 
the prison service:^ a governor of a prison containing 900 prisoners 
received, she believed, £600 p.a. while the master of a workhouse 
containing 500 inmates obtained only £80 p.a.. In the same year, 1837> 
the Surrey Masters averaged £38 p.a. for running workhouses with 
populations of between 90 and 200 inmates.
1 Ibid.
2 See Table LXVI.
3 See Table LXVI.
k Nicholls, Sir G., op. cit., vol. II, p ^38.
3 See Table LXVII.
6 Twining L., Recollections of Workhouse Visiting and Management 
During Twenty-Five Years (London 1880) , p 1¥* - she used the 
figures for 1&37-
Although the standards the senior workhouse officers set 
themselves, indeed those demanded by the guardians, were much lower 
than those expected of comparable officials today, it is unlikely 
that they were lower than those achieved by contemporary officers in 
comparable situations in prisons, Poor Lav/ District Schools or 
Industrial Schools*
TABLE LXVIII: The Surrey Workhouse Porters1 Salaries 
(in pounds) Between 1836 and 1871
UNIONS 5 1835 | 1840
I I
1850 i 860 18
S I 
Chertsey | 30 j 10
....- . . ... .............-....] | .
3 6 .4 44 .2 44.
* i 
Dorking f 15 j 15
i ]
36 .4 44 .2 44.
Epsom | 25 j 25 39 44 .2 44,
Farnham j 26 j 26
1 !
26 26 26
i
Godstone P A U P E R  P O R T E R S  15
Guildford 25 j 25 |  18.7 25 25
Hambledon | 15 15 I 20n£
20 20
Kingston j! 25 30 | 35 45 45
Reigate I Pauper j
il i
10 | 20 20 20
Richmond 25 ; 25 25 25 25
National average 
| salary in 1830 18•
(c) PORTERS AND FEMALE SEARCHERS
The first porters appointed under the New Poor Law regulations
tended to be mere gatekeepers. In the early 1 thirties, most Surrey
Unions employed pauper porters although the Poor Law Commissioners
and their representatives, the Assistant Commissioners, did their
best to convince them that this was a mistake. Dr. Kay-Shuttleworth
managed to persuade Richmond.and Epsom Guardians to appoint
1 8c 2professional porters in 1838, but the Hambledon and Reigate
Boards persevered with pauper porters until 1844. Then, Thomas
Pullen, the pauper porter of Hambledon from 1836 to 1844 was
3
dismissed for stealing a small quantity of potatoes and replaced 
by a professional. Robert Christie, the Reigate Porter during the
n 4same period was added to the establishment in 1837 and remained
porter until 1844 when he was dismissed so that the guardians could
5install an experienced professional in his stead. All the other
Surrey Guardians appointed professional porters as soon as they
opened their general workhouses with the exception of the Godstone
Board which persisted in face of all pressure and persuasion to
employ paupers until 1869 when the Poor Law Board insisted that they
6 •
comply with the regulations.
%
From being a mere gatekeeper, the porter rapidly increased in
prestige and importance until in many workhouses he became the
master's unofficial deputy.*^  The porter's official duties were
straightforward enough. According to Article 214 of the Consolidated
8
Order of 24th July, 1847 the porter was required to keep the gate
9
and prevent the entry or exit of any unauthorized person; to keep a
1 KRO B:10/11/1, p 303 - 13 September 1838.
2 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/7973a/24 August 1838.
3 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/15288a/8 November 1844.
.4 KRO BG9/11/1, p 178 - 27 December 1837*
5 KRO BG9/11/3, P 255 - 4 January 1844.
6 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12321/29818/11 June 1869.
7 During the intermission between the leaving of the outgoing
master and the arrival of the incoming master or while the master
was suspended, the porter often'acted as temporary master.
8 Consolidated Order, 24 July 1847: Glen W. C., op. cit., pp 191-3*
9 Ibid, Article 214, No. 1, p 191*
record of the time and business of every officer or other person.
1
leaving or entering the premises; to receive and look after all
ppaupers applying for admission until the master could see them; 
to examine all parcels and goods before allowing them to be brought
3
into the House and to make a particular search for alcoholic liquors;
to search any male pauper entering or leaving the premises who might
be carrying prohibited articles like alcoholic drinks or tobacco;
to examine all parcels taken out of the workhouse by any pauper to
5
prevent the removal of union property; to lock all outer doors and
take the keys to the master at nine o’clock every evening and to
6collect them again at six o’clock in the morning; ’to assist the
Master and Matron in preserving order and in enforcing obedience and
7due subordination in the Workhouse;1 and to obey all lawful
directions from the senior officers as well as keeping them informed
8of all matters affecting the security and order of the House,
With the increase in the size and bureaucratic complexity of 
workhouse administration, boards of guardians often added extra 
duties to the porter’s official ones. Frequently, they were expected 
to act as superintendents of labour, and see that the able-bodied 
inmates performed their daily task of oakum picking, stone breaking, 
wood cutting, bone or corn grinding or whatever happened to be the 
prescribed form of labour. At Epsom, the porter was designated 
superintendent of outdoor labour in 1838 as were his successors. . 
Similarly, Alfred James, the Porter of Chertsey Union, was appointed
1 Ibid, Article 214, No. 2.
2 Ibid, Article 214, No. 3*
3 Ibid, p 192; Article 214, No. 4.
4 Ibid, p 192; Article 214, No. 3-
3 ’ Ibid, p 192; Article 214, No. 6.
6 Ibid, p 192; Article 214, No. 7.
7 Ibid, p 193; Article 214, No. 8.
8 Ibid, p 193; Article 214, No. 9.
9 KRO BS3/11/2, p 162 - 7 November 1838
superintendent of labour in 1850 as were his successors, George 
Gunner (1853-61) became superintendent of labour as well as porter 
of Guildford Union in October 1861. The superintendent's task was 
no easy one as he had to control obstreperous able-bodied paupers, 
record each man's output, order materials and tools, maintain an 
inventory and even sell the proceeds of the men's work. Very often 
this work became so burdensome that specialist superintendents had 
to be appointed to relieve the master and porter of these time 
consuming duties.
Superintending labour was by no means the only extra occupation
thrust upon the Surrey Porters. At Farnham, Henry Corby (1843-1864-) ,
his predecessor and successor, combined the offices of porter and 
3
workhouse baker. For four years, the central authority and its
inspectors tried unavailingly to convince the guardians that such
an arrangement was unsuitable. Finally, in 1868, the Poor Law
Board insisted that the guardians appoint separate officers to each 
4-post. At Chertsey, in 1840, Mr. Passingham, the schoolteacher, was
ordered to take over the duties of porter in addition to his teaching
role and was moved into the porter's apartment and given an
5
additional salary of £10 p.a.. The board of guardians continued 
the arrangement under Passingham's successors until the Poor Law 
Commissioners refused to allow Mr. and Mrs. Capon to take up the 
posts of workhouse schoolteachers until a separate porter was 
appointed.^ William Barker was the porter-schoolmaster of Farnham
17
workhouse between 1843 and 184-7* John Thorogood (18^5 - still 
serving in 1871), the Porter of Epsom workhouse, was granted an
1 KRO BG1/11/5, p 83 - 15 October 1850.
2 KRO BG6/11/10, p 36O - 14- January 1851.
3 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12275/4^56/29 December 1864-.
4- Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/37084/23 July 1868.
5 KRO BG1/11/2, p 225 - 29 September 1840.
6 KRO BG1/11/3, p 314- - 6 May l8*f5.
7 Farnham Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1 227l/9407a/l June 184-7.
increase in salary because he shaved the old men and cut the male 
1inmates’ hair. At Reigate, Edward Walker was granted an extra
2£5 p.a. for drilling the workhouse boys. Many porters were expected
3
to help out in the infirmary whenever necessary. All these 
additional tasks must have seriously impaired the porter’s performance 
of his basic duties. However, during the later years of the period, 
the duty of keeping the gate was often delegated to one of the 
particularly trusted pauper inmates.
One aspect of the porter’s work which was not mentioned in
Article 21*f was the admission and supervision of vagrants which
came to occupy a considerable part of the Surrey officers’ time.
Although the master was technically responsible for this- aspect of
workhouse administration, the porter and his wife, the porteress or
female searcher, were usually left to perform these onerous and
unpleasant duties. As the number of vagrants increased and the Surrey
Guardians were forced to take stronger and stronger action against 
5them, the porter and his wife were required to receive tramps and
wayfarers, search them, superintend their bathing, provide them with
food and workhouse clothing, fumigate their clothes, and lock them 
£
up for the night. Arguments about who was responsible, for the
cleansing and control of the tramps* wards, baths and toilets were
7by no means unusual and often led to serious quarrels.
Most Surrey Unions employed their porters.* wives as female 
searchers. Although the guardians were relatively slow to recognise
1 KRO BG3/11/9, P 73 - 25 June 1862.
2 KRO BG9/11/9, P 322 - 19 October 1870.
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12579/2^2^/6 August l8*f8.
k For example KRO BG3/11/2, p 212 - 16 January 1839: Richard Mills
appointed Gatekeeper at a salary of £2 12s Od p.a.
5 See Chapter VI, pp 52^-562.
6 For example the Porters* New Regulations, Kingston Union: KRO EG8/11/T0,
pp 271-2 - 2h August 1869.
7 For example Reigate: ;KRO 309/11/^, pp 4-31-^  - 8 August 18^9: Porter 
claimed that the Master had not had the Tramp V/ards cleaned for two months 
the straw had not been changed and was full of vermin.
Prior to Appointment in Surrey
jPoor Law Officers
;Master
|porter
Superintendent of labour
IAssistant relieving
j officer
Tailor
Other Professions
Prison Wardens
j Policemen
Soldiers
I Post Office worker
I Butcher
Painter and glazier
Tallow chandler
Foreman of brewery
Domestic servent
Market gardener
Total of known 
occupations 100.0
Occupations not known
TOTAL
their importance, they were quick to add to their duties. The 
Kingston female searcher, for instance, was also the workhouse cook; 
this arrangement certainly lasted throughout Mrs. Corbett*s term of 
office (18^9-1857) and during those of her predecessors. In at 
least two Surrey Unions, Hambledon and Richmond, porteresses were
2 8cmade assistant matrons with the duty of superintending the infirmary.
Many of the Surrey Porters were recruited from the police and 
armed forces: eight or 11 .5 per cent of the total came straight into
the ^oor Law service from the police, six or 8 .6 per cent from the
i kprison service and ten or 14-.3 per cent from the armed forces. No
doubt some of the twenty-nine officers.:.(*f1.& per cent) who had had
experience of the Poor Law service before entering the Surrey Unions*
employment and a number of the fifteen officers for whom no career
details are available had started their careers in the same way.
Of the former category, sixteen had been porters, eight workhouse
schoolmasters, three superintendents of labour, one an assistant
5
relieving officer and another a workhouse master. The rest had 
come from a great variety of backgrounds: five .had been bakers and 
two market gardeners.^
7
Popters exhibited much the same weaknesses as their superiors.
' 8 9
Several - John Collier of Chertsey, John Green of Godstone and
1 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1239V8¥f9/8 March l8^f.
2 Hambledon: KRO BG7/11/5, p 36 - 9 June 1862.
3 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12599/^698^/16 December 1853.
k See Table LXIX.
5 See Table LXX.
6 Ibid.
7 See pp 6Iff-62/?
8 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 121^/^2651/28 November 185 .^
Causes of Resignation 
Promotion 1 19 ! 33.2
111 health
Death 
Retirement
Quarrelled with 
master
Required to resign 
after complaints
Spouse dismissed
Recalled by the 
militia
Not confirmed
Resigned over conditions
TOTAL 100,0
Cause unknown
Still serving
3 11
TOTAL NO. OP 
PORTERS, 1836-71
TABLE LXXI: The Posts Taken up by the Surrey Porters on Leaving their Unions
I.
f - -■»!
j Porter (elsewhere) 2 1 ' i ■ 1 2
! 6 I
j Master 1 *■■ 1 1 1
. 1 ! 5
[ Relieving officer i 1t i 1 2
| Baker 1 | 1
i Post Officei. i 1 1
\ Recalled to militia\ 1 1
[ Unspecifiec promotion 2 2
TOTAL 3 2 2 1 2 2 5 1 18
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John Evershed of Hambledon - were dismissed for frequent drunkenness,
2 3Thomas Woods of Hambledon and Edward Walker of Reigate were more
fortunate and were only reprimanded for the same offence; Thomas 
Woods was discovered lying dead drunk across the rails of the South­
western Railway but survived the ensuing -enquiry. Frequently, porters 
were absent from their posts for this and other reasons, George
Collyer of Guildford was dismissed for getting a pauper inmate with 
4-child while Thomas Davis of Reigate v/as discharged for ‘undue
. -5
familiarity* with the workhouse nurse and general inefficiency.
There is only one recorded instance of corruption on the part of a
porter: William Scutt (1844—54-), the Porter of Dorking workhouse,
was dismissed for taking a douceur from a local contractor, who
6was supplying the workhouse with short weight sacks of flour.
Samuel Aldrich of Epsom Union was dismissed for denigrating the
7master and for undue familiarity with the paupers. Many other
porters were dismissed or resigned as a result of quarrels with the
8master or some other officer.
The Surrey Porters* level of efficiency may well have -been low
as 23 out of the 37 officers (4-3*9 per cent of the total), who
completed their service, were either dismissed, required to resign
or resigned rather than face an official enquiry. On the other
hand another nineteen officers (33*2 per cent) obtained promotion to
other Poor Law posts as may many of the eighteen officers for whom
9
no career details are available. Six of those who obtained promotion
1 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12372/8292/26 February 1850.
2 KRO BG7/11/6, P 99 - 21 May 1866.
3 KRO BG9/11/9, P 169 - 20 October 1869.
4- KRO BG6/11/1, p 323 - 22 August 1837*
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1238^/18019/12 May 1864-.
6 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/8196/6 March 1834-.
7 KRO BG3/11/3, P. 81 - 29 November 1839*
8 See pp GSO-A
9 See Table LXXI.
became Poor Law porters elsewhere at increased salaries, five
became workhouse masters, two relieving officers, one a professional
baker, another entered the Post Office while two more obtained ?more
1
lucrative employment. 1
Many Surrey Porters obtained promotion within their union:
William Barker, the Farnham Porter, was appointed relieving officer
2of the union’s Northern district in 1847. Robert Hogg, Broadbent 
Mason and James Finlayson, the Kingston, Reigate and Richmond Porters
-z h
became masters of their respective workhouses in 1849, 1867 and 1862.
Other Surrey Porters obtained promotion within the county if not
within the union. John Caesar, the porter of Guildford Union, was
6made master of Dorking workhouse in 1864-. John Collier of Chertsey
n
Union was appointed porter at Kingston in 1837* and James Colebrook,
the Hambledon Porter, was promoted to a relieving officership at
8Guildford in 1847; his change of post was not completely .satisfactory,
however, and in 1838 he reapplied for his old job at Hambledon cand
re 
10
9
served the for another four years before once more obtaining
promotion.
1 Ibid.
2 Farnham Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12271/9407a/1 June 1847.
3 Kingston Union to the PLCs:. PRO MH12 12392/25286/12 August 184-9.
4- Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12383/44-114/21 November 1867.
3 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12600/1119/9 January 1862.
6 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/7031/23 February 1864.
7 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12393/48429/31 December 1837.
8 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12336/838Sa/'l7 May 1847.
9 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12373/33717/24 August 1858.
10 KRO BG7/11/3, p 29 - 12 May 1862.
The Surrey Porters* pattern of service--differs somewhat from
1their senior officers*. Porters tended to stay in their posts for
shorter periods as they were badly paid and regarded their situations
as stepping stones to something better. 53 officers or 6 3 .2 per
cent of those who completed their service in Surrey served for less
than three years while 24 or 28.7 per cent completed less than a
year. On the other hand, 20 individuals or 24.2 per cent served
for between four and ten years while another six (7*5 per cent),
who were still serving in 1871, had completed from five to nineteen 
2years service. The longest serving officers tended to be middle- 
aged when appointed having completed their main career in some 
other occupation - for them a portership was a retirement situation. 
Most of the short-term servers v/ere young people who were bent on 
making their careers in the Poor Law service and were anxious to 
obtain promotion. The Surrey Porters were on the whole a less 
reliable body of officers than the masters and matrons.
1 Compare Tables LXXII and LXV
2 See Table LXXII.
(d) MINOR OFFICIALS
Any account of workhouse administration would be incomplete without
at least a brief analysis of the role of the minor officials. Possibly
the most important officer in this category was the superintendent of
labour. Most Surrey Unions provided work for quite large numbers of
unemployed able-bodied paupers during the winter months as well as
their resident poor. In the 1 thirties, this work was usually super-
intended by : the - workhouse master,, but it soon became obvious that
he could not do this and perform his other duties satisfactorily.
The Surrey Guardians recognised this at varying times and adopted a
variety of solutions. Dorking Guardians appointed superintendents
1of labour from the very beginning of their history, while
2
Guildford Guardians selected one early in theirs.
Chertsey Guardians made George Broughton, an ex-policeman,
superintendent of labour in 1842 as they fiad no regular nor ter, his
3 *duties being performed by the schoolteacher. Later they continued 
to employ such officers even after the central authority compelled 
them to appoint a professional porter. Godstone Guardians also 
employed superintendents of labour from the formation of the union 
as they ran a flourishing gravel business staffed by able-bodied
4inmates and casual paupers. These officers had considerable 
responsibility and on occasions, when for example they marketed the 
gravel, handled quite large sums of money. One of Godstone*s earliest 
superintendents, James Atkins, absconded to America with £33 of the
c
union’s money in 1841. On his return in 1843, He was allowed to
6repay the money he had stolen without prosecution.
1 KRO BG2/11/1, P 76 - 24 November 1836: the clerk recorded that a 
new superintendent of labour was appointed on the dismissal of 
the first official appointed to the post.
2 James Sturt to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12355/6555a/31 May 1843.
3 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12144/7140A/8 June 1842.
4 Many references from KRO BG3/11/1, p 28 - 13 January 1836 onwards. 
Richmond Union ran a flourishing wood cutting business and the 
porter/superintendent was expected to arrange for its sale, 
delivery and the collection of payments - Porter’s Duties.
KRO BG10/11/5, p 146 - 6 November 1831.
3 KRO BG3/11/3, p 300 - 24 September 1841.
6 KRO BG3/11/4, p 286 - 23 August 1843.
From the beginning of the period, the guardians of Kingston, 
Hambledon, Reigate and Richmond expected their porters to act as 
superintendents of labour.*^  ’ ^  ^  ^
Three other minor officers were occasionally mentioned in union 
minutes or correspondence: the tailor, the shoemaker and the baker* 
All three were employed not only as craftsmen but as industrial 
teachers preparing the boys in the workhouse school for their adult
lives. Mr. Chadbland, the Epsom tailor, was accused of being drunk
5 6on duty in i860 and forced to resign while George Shorer of
7Guildford Union was admonished for ’misconduct1 in June 1848' and
8
again in September of the same year.- James Warren, the tailor of
Reigate Union, was dismissed for telling people that the master was
9having an affair with Rebecca Holcomb, a pauper inmate. Most 
union tailors, however, appear to have served successfully for 
considerable periods of time. Some, like William Francis of
Reigate, were pressed into service as porters - Francis performed
10 11 
both sets of duties between 1833 and 1836.
v
A number of union!shoemakers fell foul of the guardians. Mr.
Strudwick of Dorking Union was suspended for insulting a guardians in
12 13184-5, reinstated on apologising and dismissed in 184-9 for
'*• 14-another unspecified offence. Thomas Lusted of Godstone was.
1 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12391/9514a/11 August 184-3 — 
letter announces the appointment of Robert Hogg to the dual post 
and that this had been the custom previously.
2 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/16316a/7 December 1844,
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12576/1057a/30 January 1844-.
4- Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12598/23034/18 August 184-9.
5 KRO BG3/11/8, p 779 - 31 October i860.
6 Ibid, p 783 - 14- November i860.
7 KRO BS6/11/7, p 197 - 10 June 184-8.
8 Ibid, p 209 - 8 October 184-8.
9 KRO BG9/11/3, P 412 - 22 October 1844.
10 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12578/48861/23 December 1853.
11 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12579/47601/1 December 1856.
12 KRO BG2/11/3, P 335 - 3 April 1845.
13 Ibid, p 341 - 10 April 1845.
14 KRO BG2/11/4, p 284 - 15 February 1849.
dismissed in 1833 for using 1 obscene language* to the schoolmistress,
for *improper conduct* tov/ards the children and for the theft of 
1union property, Guildford Guardians dismissed ti^ o of their shoe-
2 3makers for alleged inefficiency in 1832 and 1864- respectively*
On the other hand, John Bathurst, the shoemaker of Reigate Union, 
had his wages raised from 20s to 23s-a. week in 1866 ’because he had 
served for seventeen years with great efficiency.*
The post of workhouse baker was usually linked with other posts, 
especially that of porter* From 1846 until 1868, Farnham Guardians 
insisted on appointing baker-porters in spite of the central 
authority’s objections to the arrangement* In 1868, the board of
5
guardians finally agreed to separate the two posts* At Reigate, the
post of workhouse baker was combined with that of assistant master 
6 7from 1838 to 184S.* On the resignation of the joint holder, the
8posts were separated and a baker appointed at a salary of £10 p.a*.
The post of baker was often given to one of the workhouse master’s
sons. William Fielder, the Hambledon Master’s son, served Reigate
9Guardians in this capacity while Mr* Farr, the Reigate Master’s son
10(184-3-1831), served as baker for most of his father’s term of office.
Beneath these officers there were many petty officials, most of 
whom were paupers: storekeepers, laundresses, pauper nurses, etc. who
1 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377/344-93/23 September 1833. -
2 KRO BG6/11/10, p 13 - 20 November 1832.
3 KRO BG6/11/13, P 209 - 8 October 1864-.
4- KRO BG9/11/8, p 262 - 3 .December 1866.
5 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/3708-4/23 July 1868.
6 KRO BG9/11/1, p 223 - 23 May 1838.
7 KRO BG9/11A, p 3 A  - 3 September 184-8.
8 Ibid, p 376 ~ 9 January 184-9.
9 See KRO 9/11/1, p 189 - 7 February 1838; KRO BG9/11/4-, p 344- - 3 September
10 KRO BG9/11/5, p 81 - 9 April 1851. l8it8*
were usually rewarded with extra provisions especially beer and 
spirits although the central authority waged an unavailing war 
against such ’payments’*
(e) CONFLICT IN THE WORKHOUSE
The Surrey Poor Law records mention many virulent disputes
between workhouse officers* Poor working conditions played no small
part in causing these quarrels* In the early years, the officers’
accommodation was little better than the paupers’; indeed, they had
little peace and less privacy as schoolteachers were usually expected
1to sleep in small rooms off the children’s dormitories and nurses
2were required to sleep in the infirmary wards* Officers were
allowed little free time and visits to public houses and other
3
places of entertainment were frowned on* It was therefore difficult 
for them to make friends outside the service - one Surrey nurse was 
threatened with the police if she entertained a male friend in her
If
workhouse accommodation during her free time. Holidays were almost 
unheard of unless the officer concerned had been seriously ill and 
needed a change of air to speed his recovery. As a result', most 
officers had to choose their friends from among their workhouse 
colleagues. Differences in rank and standing made even this 
difficult: it was dangerous for senior officers to become too 
familiar with their subordinates. Understandably, in the 
circumstances, some young, unmarried officers became too friendly with 
the inmates. In the workhouse’s claustrophobic atmosphere, relatively 
unimportant disagreements led to violent confrontations. The work­
house was a breeding ground of tale-telling, mutual suspicion and 
jealousy.
1 For example at Guildford: KRO BG6/11/14-, p 4-93 - 29 August 1863.
2 See Chapter II, pp 102-3.
3 See Chapter II, p 113 - see nurse Baker.
4- Mary Baker to Dr. Edward Smith: PRO MH12 12383/20297/23 May 1867.
This difficult situation was often aggravated by the senior
officers1 nepotistic and dynastic tendencies. While the elder Grittons
1served as master and matron of Epsom workhouse from 1839 to 18^9
2their two daughters, Sarah and Katherine, were the nurse and 
3
schoolmistress. Mr. and Mrs. Gower were appointed master and matron 
of Godstone workhouse in l8Vf: Helen Gower acted as assistant matron
from that date until 1833? when she left to become matron of West
5 6Brompton Hospital, her place was filled by her sister Louisa wh(
remained assistant matron until l86*f; then, on the death of her
7
mother, she.became matron of the workhouse. Father and daughter 
were still serving in 1871.
Thomas and Elizabeth Ames became master and matron of Guildford 
8workhouse in 1836. Their son James was later made schoolmaster
9although he had no teaching experience or qualifications while 
their daughter Mary became schoolmistress. On the death of Thomas
10Ames in l8*f7j his schoolmaster son was unanimously elected master,
Mrs. Ames the elder remaining as matron. In 1831, yet another member
of the family obtained a post when Sarah Ames was appointed assistant 
11matron. This happy family arrangement was spoilt by the dismissal
12of the master, a chronic alcoholic, in 1863- His mother, Mrs.
1 Mr. and Mrs. Gritton appointed master and matron: KRO BG3/11/2, 
p 237 - 13 February 1839*
2 Katherine Gritton appointed nurse: KRO BG3/11/3} P 193 - 16 April
1840.
3 Sarah Gritton appointed schoolmistress: KRO BG3/11/7* P 533 - 
31 October l8*f9*
4- KRO BG3/11/5, P 84- - 8 November l8Vf.
3 KRO BS3/11/S, P 169 - 11 February 1833.
6 Ibid, p 173 - 11 March 1833.
7 KRO BG3/11/10, p 272 - 18 March l86*f.
8 KRO BG6/11/1, p 168 - 17 December 1836.
9 KRO BG6/11A, p 339 - 16 March l8*f3.
10 KRO BG6/11/7, p 60 - 30 October 18^7.
11 KRO BG6/11/9, p 296 - 20 December 1851.
12 KRO BG6/11/A, p 4-81 - 1 August 1863.
Elizabeth Ames, retired on being granted a pension amounting to two-
thirds of her salary but was still living in the workhouse with her
daughter, the schoolmistress, in 1871. The appointments of the
various Ames were not the only examples of nepotism at Guildford*
Samuel Lovell, the son of one of the unionfs relieving officers, was
2
appointed schoolmaster in 1853*
Without doubt, the Fielders founded the most successful workhouse 
dynasty in Surrey. George and Eleanor Fielder were appointed master
■Z
and matron of Hambledon workhouse in 1836. In 184-2, after acting 
in various unofficial capacities, their son, William Fielder, became
ij.
assistant master, a post which he held until 1858, when he was
5discovered in bed with one of the inmates and summarily dismissed.
Shortly before this family humiliation, Charlotte Fielder had been
6appointed assistant matron. She proved efficient and retained
n
her place until 1865 when her parents retired on pension; at this
8time she was made matron in her own right with her sister, Ellen
9Fielder, as assistant matron. Both were still serving in 1871.
Even this did not end the Fielder saga as another son, John Fielder, 
was the baker, storekeeper and assistant master at Reigate workhouse
1 Ibid, p 502 - 12 September 1863.
2 KRO BG6/11/10, p 154- - 2 July 1853.
3 KRO BG7/11/1, P 3 - 25 April 1836.
Ibid, p 4-12 - 24- October 184-2.
5 KRO BG7/11/2, p 376 - 25 August l8*f8.
6 Ibid, p 364- - 29 May l8*f8.
7 KRO BG7/11/3, P ^05 - 24- April 1865.
8 Ibid, p 4-10 - 8 May 1865.
9 Ibid.
1 2between 1838 and 1848 where his sister, Charlotte, was employed
as assistant matron from 18425 to l848.if
Similar arrangements were made at Kingston. On the enforced
retirement of Mr. and Mrs. Buttery in 1849, Mr. and Mrs. Hogg, the
6porter and female searcher, were appointed master and matron; their
n
daughter Sarah, who had been schoolmistress between 1846 and 1847,
8became matron in 1839 on the resignation of her motherfs successor.
Father and daughter were still serving in 1871.
Reigate Guardians chose Charles and Sarah Farr as master and
matron in 1843^ nnd appointed their son baker and assistant master in 
101848. The Farrs, who caused great discontent among the subordinate
11officers, were eventually forced to resign.. In the circumstances,
their son also decided to leave although no complaints had been made 
12about his work.
1 KRO BG9/11/1, p 189 - 7 February 1838.
2 Ibid, p 344 - 5 September 1848.
3 KRO BG9/11/2, no p. no. - 26 July 184-2.
4 KRO BG9/11/1, p 344 - 5 September 184-8.
3 KRO BG8/11/3, p 289 - 24-April 184-9.
6 Ibid, p 312 - 21 August 184-9*
7 Ibid, p 120 - 13 February 1844- and BG8/11/3, p 4-7 - 30 March 1847.
8 KRO BG8/11/6, p 263 - 17 May 1859*
9 KRO BG9/11/3, P 478 - 20 May 1843.
10 KRO BG9/11/4, p 344 - 5 September 1848.
11 KRO BG9/11/5, P 78 - 26 March 1831.
12 Ibid, p 81 - 9 April 1831. ,
These arrangements had a particularly unfortunate effect on the
workhouse officers' children. Many of them spent almost their
entire lives in workhouses or similar institutions. During their
childhood, they absorbed the prevailing prejudices against paupers
for whom they had the greatest contempt. Moreover, in their youth,
they were tempted, often with their parents' ^backing, to bully and
harass inmates. Admittedly, few examples of this kind of behaviour
were reported in the Surrey minutes, although the daughter of a
Dorking Master was reprimanded in 184-1 for locking up an inmate in a
darkened room when she had no authority to do so. Continual
association with paupers throughout childhood, youth and adult life
tended to produce hard, coarse, brutal officers. Charlotte and Ellen
Fielder, the matron and assistant matron of Hambledon between 1863
and 1870, were typical products of this way of life. In 1869,
William Riley, the master, complained that Ellen Fielder had assaulted
2him while she in turn alleged that he was a drunkard. During the
subsequent official enquiry, Inspector Henley had the greatest
difficulty stopping the Fielders turning the hearing into a shambles
by their obstreperous interventions. In the end, Henley strongly
recommended their dismissal as 'unfit persons to be employed at the 
3
workhouse.
Non-family subordinate officers found it particularly difficult 
to settle down and make friends in a one-family dominated workhouse. 
They were almost completely isolated as there were few people to whom 
they could speak freely without every word being repeated to the 
senior officers.
1 E. C. Tufnell's ms report: PRO MH12 12220/11737a/28 December 1841
2 KRO EG7/11/7, p 9 8 - 1  November 1869*
3 J. J. Henley's ms report: PRO MH12 12379/8903/16 February 1870.
Another factor v/hich undoubtedly contributed to the tense 
atmosphere was the officers1 sense of social and professional 
inferiority. The Poor Law service was placed at the bottom of the 
institutional ladder, even the prison service, as Louisa Twining 
pointed out, provided more material rewards, better conditions and 
greater social recognition. The inferiority of the Poor Law 
officers* salaries was clear and symbolic:
A Comparison of Prison and Workhouse Officers* Salaries
Prison for 99 Prisoners Workhouse for 500 or 600 Inmates
Governor £600 Master £80 Os Od
Matron £125 Matron £50 Os Od
Chaplain (with Chaplain £100 Os Od
residence) £250 Medical Officer £?8 15s Od
Assistant Chaplain £180 Taskmaster £25 Os Od
Surgeon £220
Gate Porter £70
(And 45 paid officials beside)
Gate Porter £25 Os Od
(No other paid official)
Differences in social and educational background often caused 
considerable irritation. The workhouse chaplain, usually a member 
of the upper or middle classes with a university education, enjoyed 
considerable prestige within the area. The workhouse medical officer 
probably came from a solid middle class background and vras a qualified 
professional. In most cases even the schoolteachers had passed 
examinations and obtained recognised qualifications. The Surrey
Twining L., Recollections of Workhouse Visiting and Management 
During Twenty-Five Years (London 1bbo), p l4^U
Senior Officers on the other hand came from very different back­
grounds: most had been small shopkeepers or tenant farmers, and some
'I
had served in the armed forces or the police. Kay-Shuttieworth drew
attention to this difficulty in 1846 when commenting on many 
teachers’ unhappy relations with senior workhouse officers. He 
declared, ’An efficient schoolmaster is generally a much better 
informed man than the master of a workhouse, and of superior manners 
and habits, yet he is subordinate in position, has inferior rooms,
2enjoys fewer privileges, and is subject to much more interference.*
The Managers of the North Surrey District School understood the
dangers involved in this relationship and reminded the Poor Law
Board of *the almost habitus! jealousy that Masters of Workhouses
3evinced towards schoolmasters.*
Officers’ attitudes towards the service were equally important. 
Many of the older officers, particularly the senior ones, were 
prepared to stay in the same post for many years while their children 
were growing up. Many reached the height of their ambition or 
capacity on being appointed master and matron. On the other hand 
many of the junior officers, especially the younger ones, regarded 
their posts as stepping stones to something better within or outside 
the service. This was particularly true of the intelligent young 
men who served as porters in the Surrey institutions: they hoped to 
become either workhouse masters or relieving officers, and at worst 
could transfer to a larger establishment where their..remuneration 
would be higher. Similar opportunities beckoned the young, ambitious 
workhouse schoolteacher v/ho could obtain better paid posts in 
district, industrial, and parochial schools. Even the nurses and 
assistant matrons could.expect to gain better remuneration in larger
1 See pp £ll
2 Kay-Shuttleworth, Dr. J., Paper on the Administration of the Grant 
of the 30,000 in Mins, of the C.C.E. 18^, p
3 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/51A0386/17 October 1851.
infirmaries or in hospitals. These differences in attitude often 
hindered the development, of successful working relationships.
Perhaps overlapping responsibility was the commonest cause of
conflict between officers. Both masters and chaplains, for example,
had an overall responsibility for the good order of the workhouse
and its inmates. Although the chaplain was specifically interested
in the inmates* moral and religious condition, this involved him in
almost every aspect of the institution’s life. Some boards of
guardians, like Hambledon’s, .expected him to monitor and comment on
. 1every facet of workhouse admims-cration. Such arrangements were
often a rich source of conflict. The Reverend Bockett, the Epsom
chaplain, for instance, resigned on being informed (incorrectly)
2that he was subject to the master’s authority.
The running of the infirmary was the joint responsibility of the
master and matron on the one hand and the medical officer and.nurse
on the other. This was another ready-made battleground for angry,
jealous officers. Medical officers frequently acted in a highhanded
manner towards masters and matrons whom they regarded as interfering
amateurs. A typical complaint was that of Mr. Hollyer, the Master of
Godstone workhouse, who charged the medical officer with treating him
disrespectfully: Dr. Thompson, he alleged, deliberately ignored him
on his visits to the infirmary and gave his instructions to the 
3pauper nurses.
As Kay-Shuttleworth and the North Surrey District School 
Managers pointed out, the relations between the senior officers and 
the schoolteachers were usually strained. The master and matron not 
only interfered in the teachers* area of responsibility, but often
1 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1237^/19/31 December i860.
2 Reverend Bockett to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12237/7733a/23 July 18*K). 
See Chapter VII, p 524-
3 KRO BG5/11/3, p 2 - 10 January 18 -^0: see pp for other
examples.
Officers in conflict
Master/Assistant Matron
Master/Cook
Master/Chaplain
Master/Matron -
Master/Medical Officer
Master/Nurse
Master/Porter
Master/Schoolmaster
Master/Schoolmistress
Master/Subordinate Officers
Master/Superintendent of Labour
Matron/Nurse
Matron/Porter
Matron/Schoolmaster
Matron/Schoolmistress
Matron/Subordinate Officers
Medical Officer/Nurse
Medical Officer/Porter
Porter/Schoolmaster
Female Searcher/Nurs^.
Total No. of Conflict Situations
Number of occasions 
conflict recorded
1
1
3 
3 
8
7
19
10
3
2
1
1
1
3
4 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1
73
Percentage of 
total conflict 
situations
1.3
1.3
4.0
4.0 
10.8
9.3
25.4
13.4
6.7
2.7
1.3
1.3
1.3
4.0
3.3
1.3
2.7
1.3
1.3
1.3
100.0
Officers* involvement in conflict situations in rank order:
%
80.2
29.3
18.7 
18.5
14.8 
14.6
12.0
4.0
4.0
1
2
3
4
3
6
7
8 
8 
10 
10
Master •• ..
Porter .. ..
Schoolmaster .• 
Matron •• ..
Medical Officer 
Nurse . . . .  
Schoolmistress .. 
Chaplain .. ••
Subordinate Officers 
Assistant Matron 
Cook .. .. ..
10 Female Searcher
1.3 
1.3':
1.3
10 Superintendent of Labour 1.3
harrassed them and even prevented them from carrying out their 
duties.^
However, quarrels between masters and porters caused the
greatest number of incidents. As the senior officers delegated more
and more of their duties to their subordinates, the officers were
brought into continual contact. In most Surrey workhouses, the
porters became responsible for superintending taskwork, dealing with
tramps and wayfarers and other general duties as well as looking
after the gate. As a result, the porter was often in the best
position to observe the behaviour of the senior officers and level
charges against them. Although such charges were rarely successful,
the senior officers must have been aware that their actions were
being noted by subordinates who were prepared to denounce them when—
2ever the opportunity arose.
The senior officers seem to have become more and more insecure
and aggressive as the period progressed. The Farrs, the Master and
Matron of Reigate, were so oppressive that their subordinates.
complained about them on three occasions between 184-9 and 18^1*^
On the last occasion, the guardians could do nothing else but demand
if
the senior officers1 resignations. However, by this time, the
workhouse officers were so alienated that the guardians dismissed
5
all of them and appointed a completely new team.
An analysis of the Surrey Workhouse Officers* most serious 
disputes between 1836 and 1871 shows that the masters were the most 
seriously affected and were involved in no less, than 80 .2 per cent 
of all incidents. Far below them but still heavily involved came the
1 See Chapter V, pp 1+2,2-U-l+D
2 See Chapter VIII, p}6H
3 KRO BG9/11/4-, P 388 - 21 February 184-9. 
Ibid, p b66 - 12 December 184-9*
KRO BS 9/11/3* P 61 - 29 January 1851.
4- Ibid, p 78 - 26 March l8f?1.
3 Ibid, p 88 - 16 April 1851.
workhouse porters who were implicated in 29*3 per cent of the 
clashes. Moreover, no less than 23*4- per cent of their confrontations 
were with senior officers. The matrons* involvement in only 18.3 
per cent of the cases may be misleading as they were often tacitly 
included in the charges levelled at their husbands. Indeed, on 
many occasions, the matron may have drawn the master*s attention to 
what she considered to be dereliction of duty. For example, although 
both senior officers were responsible for the efficient running of 
the infirmary, masters were involved in seven major disputes with 
professional nurses compared with only one between a matron and a 
nurse. In the same way, there is only one recorded instance of a 
porteress or female searcher being involved in a major dispute with a 
senior officer as compared with their husbands* total of 21. No 
doubt, female searchers played a greater part in fomenting discord 
than would appear from the recorded facts. This may also be true 
of the schoolmistresses in the period between 1836 and 1846 when 
most unions employed married couples.
The schools were certainly the setting for many personality 
clashes. No doubt there were many more cases than the 23 listed 
in Table LXXIII. Between 1836 and 184£, many teachers were
'I
illegally dismissed, and no reason given for their departure. 
Nevertheless, schoolmasters and schoolmistresses respectively were 
active participants in 18.7 and 12.0 per cent of all the conflict, 
situations.
The organisation and administration of the infirmary seems to 
have generated a considerable amount of ill feeling. Workhouse 
medical officers were engaged in 14-.8 per cent of all conflict 
situations, usually with the master as their opponent - indeed this 
type of conflict accounted for 10.8 per cent of the latter*s 
difficulties. Although paid nurses were not employed until late 
in the period, they were nonetheless active participants in 14-.6 per
1 See Chapter V, pp
cent of the disputes; their main critics being the master or matron 
rather than the medical officer.
An examination of Table LXXIV shows that the disputes were 
fairly evenly distributed between the Surrey Unions:
TABLE LXXIV: A Quinquennial Analysis of the Major
Disputes Occurring in the Surrey Workhouses, 1833-1871
1835
Eh
O
8
CDSH
X
w
B
EH
I
CD
§
IH
CD
g
@
PQ
g
EHco
CD
ft
4
m
EH
eiH
sSwoM« EH
3\ 
11 if
1 IK
“1 1  
22 f
JM
75
1845-9
1 8 5 0 - 4
1 8 5 5 - 9
1 8 6 0 - 4
1865-9
1870-1
TOTAL
I
'T
I
T
+
i,.A I 
I 1 X
16 5 I 8 j 6 18 | 5
Farnham, Guildford and Richmond experienced the smallest number. In 
the case of Guildford and Richmond this seems to be a fair reflection 
of their staff*s high standards. That only;three cases occurred at 
Farnham is a matter of some surprise as the Poor Law enquiry of 1867 
showed that the House had been controlled in the most highhanded 
manner by Mr. Sargent, the master between 1853 and 1865* However,
1 The Poor Law Report on Farnham Infirmary, p 28
as no union minutes have survived for this union between l83*f and 1871 
and as the union1s correspondence with the central authority only 
contains those cases which led to official enquiries, it may well be 
that the picture of harmonious staff relations prior to the late 
*sixties is misleading. The relative freedom of Dorking and Godstone 
from dispute is also somewhat surprising, although bheir staff 
quarrels rarely led to full scale enquiries either by the board of 
guardians or by thecentral authority*s Assistant Commissioners or 
Inspectors. It is interesting that the four unions with the, worst 
records, Chertsey, .Epsom, Hambledon and Reigate, were controlled by 
particularly difficult boards of guardians throughout the period.
A quinquennial analysis of the incidence of. conflict situations 
shows that there were relatively few recorded disputes in the 
*thirties although this conclusion may be somewhat misleading as 
many difficult situations were not minuted and were resolved by the 
illegal dismissal of the offending party. An increasing number of 
disputes is fco be ejected in the ‘forties when the new Surrey work­
houses were settling down and their officers were attempting to 
establish themselves, to define their authority and relationships, 
and to develop v/orking procedures. The declining number of cases in 
the later ‘forties and early ‘fifties seems to point to a growing 
stability within the unions as the officers gained in confidence and 
experience. However, all the Surrey Unions with the exception of 
Guildford and Richmond appear to have experienced a crisis in staff 
relations during the ‘sixties and ‘seventies: 30 major disputes were 
recorded between 1865 and, 1871 compared with 45 during the preceding 
period. This crisis may have been brought about by changes in staff 
roles and expectations. The senior officers, the master and matron, 
may have felt threatened by the increasing importance of other officers 
and the changing nature of the workhouse population. By this time 
the Surrey workhouses were mainly inhabited by the very young who 
were the responsibility of well qualified teachers and the old, sick 
and infirm who were looked after by the medical officer and the paid 
nurse or nurses. The ever increasing number of tramps and wayfarers
were the concern of the porter and female searcher. Except for brief 
periods during the winter, there were hardly any able-bodied adults 
in the house except for pregnant girls waiting for the birth of their 
babies or mothers, who had been delivered of illegitimate babies. In 
this situation, the senior officers were reduced to a passive role 
superintending the running of the whole establishment and maintaining 
the books, a role for which many of them were completely unsuited.
In these circumstances, it would have been very surprising if 
disputes had not arisen over questions- of authority, discipline 
and responsibility. Moreover, the jealousy and insecurity felt by 
many of these senior officers may well have been aggravated by their 
advancing age. Many of the Surrey officers were in their late 
fifties and sixties and had to deal with much younger subordinate 
officers who had been brought up and trained in a very different 
atmosphere from themselves. In Surrey at least, a generation of 
senior officers was passing at a time of considerable role confusion 
and conflict.
Chapter IX
THE GUARDIANS
THE SURREY BOARDS OF GUARDIANS
(a) The Landed Interest and the New Poor Law
. In 1972, Dr, A. Brundage cast doubt on the long held belief that
the 1830s saw a revolution in government which involved the
substitution of central supervision for local initiative, and the
1imposition of central uniformity m  place of local diversity. The
2views of earlier commentators such as H» L. Beales in 1931 were
based upon famous statements like de Tocqueville*s:
*The Poor Law Amendment Act was a heavier blow to the 
aristocracy than the Reform Act. The Reform Act 
principally affected the aristocracy of wealth. It 
deprived mere money of its political power. The Poor 
Law Amendment Act dethroned the country gentlemen. It 
found the country justices each in his own circle the 
master of the property of the ratepayers, and of the 
incomes of the labourers. It left them either excluded 
from influence in the management of their own parishes, 
or forced to accept a seat on the Board of Guardians, ' 
and to debate and vote among shopkeepers and farmers.1
Brundage, on the contrary, argues that *The New Poor Law system was
not centralised. Rather it incorporated the many hierarchically'structured
"deference communities" which comprised the English countryside, and
so was a system which enhanced the aggregate influence of those local
magnates whose influences were principally exercised within these
communities.1
By making each county JP resident within a union an ex-officio
5
guardian, he argued, the New Poor Law strengthened their position.
This was certainly the belief of Nassau Senior who wrote in his diary 
*..... as the Magistrates will necessarily be members, and the most 
influential members of the boards of guardians, the bill does not take 
away from their power, but enables them to exercise it in a more 
beneficial manner.* Brundage believes that their dominance proceeded
1 Brundage A., *The Landed Interest and the New Poor Law: a reappraisal 
of the revolution in government*: English History Review, Vol.
LXXXVII (1972), pp 27-48.
2 Beales H. L., *The New Poor Law*, History, XV C193^) » pp 308-19.
3 Correspondence and Conversations of A. de Tocqueville with
N. W. Senior (London 1872), PP 204-5".
4- Brundage A., op. cit., p 27.
3 4 and 3 William IV, c 76, s. 38.
6 Brundage A., op. cit., p 29.
from the fact that some of the elected guardians were their tenants 
and therefore bound to them by ties of economic dependence as well., 
as by the pervasive deference of the countryside. This influence 
was reinforced by the system of plural voting which enabled land­
owners to cast up to six votes in union elections: each landowner
receiving one vote for land valued at £50 and. extra votes for each
2additional £25 worth of land up to a maximum of six votes. *Thus,
the power in the parish was transferred to the large proprietors
and tenants and away from the small farmers and tradesmen who often
3controlled the democratically-elected parish vestry.* According
to Brundage, the landed magistrates in rural unions showed no
reluctance in serving as ex-officio or occasionally as elected
if
guardians and achieved power without opposition.
By contrast, P. Dunkley believes that *After 183^ the power of
5
the magistracy perceptibly diminished. By including the Justices
as ex-officio guardians on the boards, the New Poor Law opened the
elected positions to non-members of the bench.*^ As a result, he
believes, the magistrates had to share with the elected representatives
powers which they had hitherto exercised in isolation. Casting doubt
on the general applicability of Brundage*s evidence from Northants,
Dunkley’observes, * the conspicuous success of the Northants magnates
in retaining, and even extending their local supremacy was not always
7
matched* in the rest of the country. Northants had the *highest 
concentration of peers and great landowners in England* and so 
developments there were probably not typical. He argued further that 
*Sorae magnates, particularly those of a tory or paternalistic bent were 
hostile to the entire system and refused to participate in its 
operation, while others were simply not concerned \d.th relief matters.*'
1 Ibid.
2 Aschrott P. F., The English Poor Law System Past and Present 
(London 1888), p 173*
3 Brundage A., bp. cit., p 30.
4 Ibid, p 33.
5 Dunkley P., *The Landed Interest and the New Poor Law - a critical 
note*: English Historical Revue, Vol. LXXXVIII (1973)» pp 836-Vl.
6 Ibid, p 838.
7 Ibid, p 839*
8 Ibid, p 8*f0.
Board Meetings Between l83*f and 1871
. UNION 183^ 1840 1830 i860 1870
Chertsey 7.3 1 .2 0.06 0.03* 1.0*
Dorking 2.9 1.0* 1.1* Minutes
missing*
1.3*
Epsom 0.3 1 .0 0 .9 0.03* 0*
Godstone 3 A 2A+ 2.1* 1.6* 1.7*
Guildford 2 .8 2 A 0 .2 1.0* 1.0*
Hambledon 0 .8 1 .3 1.1* 0.7* 0.7*
Kingston Minutes
missing
1.5 0 .02 0+ 0+
Reigate 2 A 0 • + 0.3* 1.8* 1.1*
Richmond 2.6 0 .3 1.7 1.5 1 .5
* = Fortnightly meetings
+ = Week ly ,  meetings in winter, fortnightly meetings in summer
It is difficult to gauge the extent of ex-officio influence in
Surrey. None of the ten Surrey Unions could count on the regular
attendance of any but a small number of ex-officio guardians. An
analysis of their attendance at board meetings in l83*f, 18 *^0 , 1830,
-|
i860 and 1870 shows that most unions with the exception of Epsom 
and Hambledon had the benefit of the advice of a considerable number 
of ex-officios in l83*f, but that their attendance was greatly 
reduced by 1840 and continued to decrease decade by decade until 1870.
In fact, there is no record of any ex-officios attending the Kingston 
Board Meetings in i860 and 1870, although many of the town’s 
magistrates attended as elected guardians. Members of the Surrey 
gentry continued to serve as elected guardians throughout the period 
and indeed formed with the nobility eight per cent of the total 
number of guardians who served between 183^ and 1871. Although many 
of these gentlemen only served for one to three years, their average 
length of service was five years. Certainly, throughout the period 
183^ to 1871, members of the Surrey gentry and the nobility had the 
opportunity to influence union policy, particularly as many of the 
unions had ex-officio chairmen and vice-chairmen for much of the 
period.
In'’Conformity with the general picture of ex-officio attendence 
and service, the Surrey chair- and vice-chairmanships were dominated 
by ex-officios at the beginning of the period but elected guardians 
took over more and more of these posts during its middle years and 
dominated them by the end of it. Ex-officios presided over Chertseyfs 
board from 1836 to 1838; over Epsom’s from 1836 to 1838 and from l8*f2 
to 18^; over Farnham’s from l8 f^6 to 1868; over Godstone’s from 1836 
to 1871; over Guildford’s from 1836 to 1839, 1832 to 183^ and 1863 to 
1871; over Hambledon’s from 1836 to 1837, i860 to 1862 and 1866 to 1869;
1 See Table LXXV.
2 See Table LXXVII.
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over Kingston*s from 1836 to 18^2; over Reigate*s from 1836 to 18^7, 
1853 to 1839 and 1863 to 1871; and over Richmond*s from 1836 to 1870* 
Dorking*s Board of Guardians was the only one never to be presided 
over by permanent ex-officio chairmen. As the chairmen had great 
influence, if only because they attended board meetings far more 
frequently than the other guardians, the Surrey magistrates certainly 
had the opportunity to influence the policy of Epsom, Famham, Godstone 
and Richmond Boards of Guardians, to play an important part in policy 
making in Guildford, Hambledon and Reigate Unions, but considerably 
less opportunity in the case of Chertsey, Dorking and Kingston 
Unions.
While ex-officio chairmen were common especially during the early
years of the period, ex-officio vice-chairmen were the exception
1rather than the rule at any time except the late *thirties.
However, mere occupation of the chair did not necessarily give
ex-officio members unlimited control over the board and its policies
as Captain Charles Fitzroy, the chairman of the Epsom Board of
Guardians from 1831 to 1837, discovered. Indeed, in 1837, he resigned
2
the chair when the board refused to follow his lead. The guardians
responded by declaring that they were * entitled freely to discuss
all subjects submitted for their consideration and to vote thereon
without being charged with inconsistency or factious opposition to
3their Chairman .....* Fitzroy countered by arguing that *should
the votes of the Guardians be inconsistent with recorded resolutions -
it must obviously be the painful duty of a Chairman, to endeavour to
Z}.
guide the Members of the Board back to the paths of consistency.*
1 See Table LXXVI.
2 KRO BG3/11/9, P ^39 - 30 December 1857.
3 Ibid, p bkZ - 6 January 1838.
k KRO BG3/11/9, p W f - 1 3  January 1838.
It is impossible to quantify the influence of the Surrey ex-
officios although there is a good deal of evidence indicating the
kind of role they played. On the whole, ex-officio members took the
lead in advocating improvements to the workhouse and infirmary; for
1example., Lord Lovaine moved a resolution for the erection of a fever
2ward at Guildford workhouse in 184-7* They were quite often engaged
in struggles with.the elected guardians to raise or even maintain the
level of union officers1 salaries; at Godstone Union, Charles Turner,
one of the local magistrates, tried vainly to prevent the board of
guardians from using the 1842 Medical Regulations^ as an excuse for
4lowering the medical officers* salaries. Assistant Commissioner
Granville Pigott, who had a high opinion of ex-officios, observed
that all the Farnham Union ex-officios and the *more intelligent of
the elected guardians* were in favour of creating a rural district
5
school at Aldershot.
Not only were ex-officios fairly consistent advocates of improve­
ments and reform but they usually demonstrated a loyalty to the central 
authority which many elected guardians lacked. Lord King, for instance, 
warned Assistant Commissioner W. H. T. Hawley that the Guildford Board 
of Guardians, of which he was chairman, was granting relief in aid of 
wages in, defiance of the regulations; Lord King suggested that the 
Commissioners issue a Prohibitory Order. Another Guild£ord ex-officio, 
Robert Austen, wrote to the Commissioners informing them that the 
board of guardians had found a v/ay round the Outdoor Prohibitory Order
1 Algernon George Percy, Lord Lovaine, later 6th Duke of Northumberland 
(1810- 1890) .
2 KRO BG6/11/6, p 332 - 13 February 1847.
3 See Chapter III, pp 206-210.
4 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12315/2323a/3 March 1843.
3 Colonel Pigott to the PLCs: PRO MH27/68/3048/26 January 1849.
6 W. H. T. Hawley to G. Nicholls: PRO MH32/39/438/9 July 1837.
1by deliberately misinterpreting the storm clause, while Thurlow* a 
Hambledon ex-officio, awakened the central authority to the
2deplorable state of the union1s finances and administration. Such
actions, however public spirited cannot have endeared the ex-officios
to the elected guardians. However, there is very little evidence
of a declared antipathy to ex-officios on the part of the elected
guardians, although there was one rather curious episode at Godstone
Union when Edward Kelsey, the most militant of the elected guardians,
opposed the proposition of Mr.. Charles Masters, an ex-officio
guardian.,- as vice-chairman. Indeed, even though he was duly elected,
3
Masters refused to serve. One of the reasons Farnham*s elected 
guardians gave for opposing the creation of a district school in their 
area was that they feared that its management would fall into the 
hands of *the Clergy and Gentry* who might *unduly pamper* the 
pauper pupils.^
Whatever the elected guardians* attitude may have been towards
the ex-officios, the Surrey ratepayers held them in high esteem. The
parishioners of Thames Ditton, Kingston Union, applied to the central 
5 6authority in 1837 aud 1838 for extra elected representation because
their resident magistrates did not attend board of guardians* meetings.
Some Surrey Poor Law officers believed that ex-officios had to be
present before boards of guardians could make important decisions:
for instance, the Chertsey Union Clerk complained to the central
authority that no-ex-officios had been present when the board of
7guardians decided to reduce their officers* salaries.
1 Robert Austen to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12335/3922a/11 April 1843*
2 Mr. Thurlow to the PLB: PRO MH12 12374/31388/1 August 1839.
3 KRO BG3/11/4, p 221 - 31 March 1843.
4 G. G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH27/68/33003/8 January 1849.
3 Thames Ditton Parish to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/2396a/l4 March 1837.
6 Thames Ditton Parish to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/1338a/8 February
1838.
7 Mr. Glazebrook to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12144/2883A/18 March 1841.
Towards the end of the period the ex-officio*s attendance at 
board meetings slumped in most unions. For example, the Kingston 
Clerk -complained to the Poor Law Board in 1839 that the only way he 
would be able to obtain enough signatures for the resolution 
authorising the construction of new fever wards would be to obtain
1those of the ex-officio members who did not attend board meetings.
The clerk*s fear proved to be well justified as it took him until
p
December that year to collect sufficient signatures. In 1868, the
Reverend Henry Brancker, the active Vioar of Thursley, became anxious
about the decline in the attendance of ex-officios at board meetings
and wrote to the central authority suggesting that Anglican incumbents
should be included in the ranks of the ex-officio guardians. He
claimed that many incumbents refused to stand for election because
they feared being rejected or turned out when it was discovered that
they cared more for the poor both in and out. of the House than for a
penny or twopence increase in the rate. If they had the right to sit
as ex-officios by virtue of their incumbency, he argued, they would
3
speak and vote as independently as the magistrates. Although many 
Anglican priests served both as elected and ex-officio (by right of
4their magistracy) guardians in all the Surrey Unions, often for 
considerable periods of time, there is little doubt that far more 
would have done so if they had been able to qualify in the way Brancker 
suggested. Their presence would have been particularly valuable as 
they knew a great deal about the condition of the poor thanks to their 
pastoral work.
In sum, there can be little doubt that the ex-officio guardians 
played an influential part in the deliberations of the Surrey Boards 
of Guardians and served as useful watchdogs for the central authority.
1 Kingston Union .‘«to the PLB: PRG MH12 12396/17048/24 June 1839*
2 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12396/47321/8 December 1839.
3 Reverend H. Brancker to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/1497/22 April
1868.
4 See pp 664-3.
However, there is also evidence that their liberal schemes for 
improving workhouse facilities and union officers* conditions and 
salaries were successfully blocked on many occasions by economy 
minded elected guardians.
Few members of the Surrey aristocracy and gentry concerned
1
themselves v/ith Poor Law administration. Lord Lovelace played some
part in the work of Dorking Union, while the Baron de Teissier was
a very active member of the Epsom Board throughout the *thirties,
2‘forties and *fifties. The largest grouping of noble ex-officios
3was to be found at Guildford Union where Lord King served as chairman
4in 1835-7 and Lord Lovaine in 1852-4; in addition members of the
Onslow and More-Molyneux families were active members of the board.
5
Lord Grantley attended the Hambledon Board fairly regularly in the 
‘thirties whereas the Kingston-based gentry and aristocracy ignored 
their local board. The Reigate Board was presided over by Lord 
Monson from 1836 to 1841^ and by the eminent Tory politician, Henry
n
Goulburn, from 1841 to 1847- Richmond Board although enjoying the
services of Sir Henry Baker bart. chose as their chairman Edward
Penrhyn (1836-61), one of the most eminent and influential commoners
in the Surrey area. In addition, there were a few titled elected
guardians: Lord Charles Fitzroy'* at Dorking (1853-4), Sir William
Peppys bart. at Godstone (1838-41), and Sir George Scott (1836-41)
10
and Rear Admiral Lord William Fitzroy (1845-34) at Richmond. Very
1 Peter, Lord Lovelace (1776-1873), 7th Baron.
2 James, Baron de Teissier of Woodcote Park, Epsom; no details 
available.
3 Peter, Lord King.(1776-1873), later the Earl of Lovelace.
4 Algernon George Percy, 6th Duke of Northumberland:, a very active 
member throughout the ‘forties and ‘fifties (Lord Lovelace).
5 Fletcher Norton, Lord Grantley (1798-1873), 3rd Baron.
6 Frederick John, Lord Monson (I809-I89O), 6th Baron.
7 Henry Goulburn (1784-1856): Home Secretary (1834-5), Chancellor of
the Exchequer (1841-6); died at Betchworth House near Dorking.
8 Edward Penrhyn: no detailed career details; was chairman of
Richmond Board of Guardians until his death in 1861; his son
Leycester succeeded him as chairman and later became the first 
chairman of Surrey County Council.
9 Lord Charles Fitzroy (1791-1865), son of the Duke of Grafton.
10 Lord V/illiam Fitzroy , (1782-1857), Admiral.
few of the remaining 105 elected guardians described as ‘gentry* or
•gentlemen* in the union minutes and Kelly*s and the Post Office
directories appear in Burke*s Landed Gentry-, although they do
appear in the Court Circular and must be regarded as ‘new* gentry.
Whatever their social origins, these gentlemen formed eight per cent
1of the Surrey Unions* elected membership.
1 See Table LXXVII.
(b) The Occupational Background and Social Origins of Surrey*s
Elected Guardians
Rural boards of guardians incurred Chadwick*s and the Assistant 
Commissioners* scorn. E. C. Tufnell declared slightingly that rural 
guardians were dull, slow, indecisive and timid, while Richard Hall
believed them to be *usually very uncultivated and prejudiced persons,
. 2many of whom are unable to write their own name.* Chadwick made .no
secret of the fact that if he had had his way the 1834 Act would have 
vested all executive powers in the central authority, leaving the 
local authorities with nothing but supervisory powers* Closer 
acquaintance with rural boards of guardians did nothing to change 
his mind: in 1844, he declared, ’Upwards of a million and a quarter 
(pounds), I will set down as misspent, chiefly by tenant farmers in 
the rural districts who still evade the law and give relief in aid
-p Aof wages .....*
An analysis of the membership of the Surrey Boards of Guardians
between 1835 and 1871 shows that their social composition remained
remarkably stable throughout the whole period. As is to be expected
in a basically rural area, farmers formed 46.9 per cent of the
5
guardians elected during this period. Another 2.3 per cent were
6yeomen, nurserymen and hop-planters. Millers, maltsters and brewers 
formed another 3*7 per cent. However, although farmers and associated 
traders occupied no less than 33»1 per cent of the elected places, 
there were significant numbers of gentry, clergy and esquires as well 
as a few members of the nobility, amounting to 31*3 per cent of the 
total membership. Professional men - solicitors, surveyors, doctors, 
auctioneers, insurance agents, estate agents, teachers, a banker and a
1 E. C. Tufnell to T.F. Lewis: PRO MH32/69/6 January-1836.
2- E. C. Tufnell to T. F. Lewis: PRO MH32/69/28 January 1836.
3 Recalled by Nicholls G., op. cit., Vol. II, p 94.
4 E. Chadwick to M. Napier, 2 March 1844, quoted in Finer S. E.,
op. cit., p 236.
3 See Table LXXVII-.
6 The hop-planters* percentage is only based upon two election returns 
contained in the correspondence between the central authority and 
the Farnham Board of Guardians as none of the Union minutes have 
survived from this period.
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Tallow chandler 1 1 1 3 0.2
Timber merchant 1 1 1 1 0,3
Undertaker 2 1 3 0.2
Blacksmith 1 1 1  3 0.2
Brewer 1 2 1 5 1 1 11 0.8
Brickmaker 1 2 3 0.2
Builder 3 3 3 1 1 1 1 ^ - 5  22 1.6
Carpenter 1 1 0.1
Coachbuilder 1 1 0.1
Hop-planter 9 1 10 0.7
Leather dresser 1 1 2 0.1
Limeburner 1 1 0.1
Malster 1 1 2 2 2 8 0.6
Miller 1 6 6 6 7 1 31 2.3
Printer 1 1 0.1
Plumber 1 2 1 0.3
Saddler 1 1 0.1
Shoe manufacturer 2 1 3  0.2
Storeman 1 1 0.1
Tailor 2 2 0.1
Tanner 1 1 2 0.1
Upholsterer 2 1 3 0.2
Wheelwright 1 1  2 0.1
Whitesmith 1 1 0.1
Yeoman 1 4 - 1  1 7 0.5
TOTAL 102 101 159 39 1^3 228 140 154- 202 88 1,356 100.0
* The only evidence fo r  the composition o f the Farnham Boards comes from two 
returns preserved in  the unionTs correspondence w ith  the c e n tra l au th o rity ,
vet - constituted 4-.4 per cent of the total v/hile china, glass and 
vane wholesalers formed an additional 0.4 per cent. Shopkeepers - 
bakers, butchers, .drapers, grocers, tallow chandlers, ironmongers, 
booksellers and a greengrocer - made up 4.3 per cent. A variety of 
craftsmen - blacksmiths, saddlers, upholsterers, shoemakers, plumbers, 
builders, a stonemason, a lime burner, brickmakers, a wheelwright, a 
printer,.tailors, a whitesmith and a coachbuilder - formed another 3*8  
per cent. Finally, the representatives of the service trades - coal 
merchants, undertakers, carriers, chemists, timber merchants, inn­
keepers and a proprietor of a fly business - mustered a mere 2 .7 per 
cent of the total.
Although the size and importance of the various social and 
occupational groups differed slightly from one union to another, only 
Kingston’s and Richmond’s representational patterns differed markedly 
from the others. Kingston was dominated by ’esquires’, some 74 out 
of a total of 134 elected guardians, with a leaven of 24 farmers; 
clerks-in-holy-orders were’the only other category to reach double 
figures (12). V/hile Kingston was not affected by the overspill from 
London until the ’fifties, ’sixties and ’seventies, Richmond formed 
part of the Metropolitan.Poor Law pattern throughout the period: the 
only category of guardians to attain heavy representation being the 
esquires. Power in the rest of the unions seems to have been 
delicately balanced between the tenant farmers on the one hand and 
the gentlemen (the gentry, esquires and clergy) on the other. Although 
the farmers enjoyed a definite advantage in numbers, traditional 
deference may normally have tipped the balance in favour of the 
gentlemen except on those occasions:when the farmers’ vested interests 
were vitally concerned, for example over the distribution of outdoor 
relief to unemployed farm labourers or the laying out of substantial 
capital sums for the improvement of workhouse facilities.
Contemporary critics accused the rural guardians of neglecting 
their duties and of rarely attending meetings. Certainly, the long 
distances many had to travel were a considerable disincentive to
regular attendance at board meetings especially during the winter
1when many roads became impassable, or at vital moments in the 
agricultural year such as sowing and harvesting, particularly when 
meetings took place every week.
TABLE LXXVIII: Average Attendance at the Surrey
Union in 1835/8, 1840/1, 1830/1 , 1860/1 and 1870/1
UNION 1833/8
%
1840/1
O//0
1850/1
%
1860/1
%
1870/1
%
Chertsey 70.6 41.0 31.3 44.7* 58.8*
Dorking 68.6 34.3+ 52.1* Minutes
missing*
60.0*
Epsom 73.2 39.1 42.2 45*6* 30.8*
Godstone 48.9 33.6+ 61.7+ 46.7* 60.5*
Guildford 67.4 33.9 44.6 51*3* 45.0*
Hambledon 32.8 43.3 31.7* 47.2* 51.1*
Kingston Minutes
missing
38.6 49.5 59.2+ 48.9+
Reigate 54.8 44.8 48.7* 33.7* 41.7*
Richmond 34.6 30.0 58.5 39.2 53.0
+ = weekly meetings during the winter, 
summer.
fortnightly meetings during the
* = fortnightly meetings throughout the year.
By 1850, most of the Surrey Boards of Guardians had obtained the 
central authority’s permission to hold fortnightly meetings throughout 
the year or to substitute fortnightly for weekly meetings during the 
summer months when the demand for relief declined. Indeed, the 
adoption of fortnightly meetings in most unions brought about an 
improvement in average attendance. Nevertheless, the central 
authority was particularly worried about the infrequency of board
1 Details obtained from union minute books; none of the Farnham 
books have survived.
meetings and strenuously objected to fortnightly meetings in vdnter
when sudden changes, in the weather necessitated the imposition of the
workhouse test, the distribution of outdoor relief to unemployed
able-bodied labourers or the implementation of an outdoor labour
test. As early as 1836, the Poor Law Commissioners battled with
Godstone Guardians over whether or not they should hold their meetings 
1fortnightly. Eventually, the Commissioners gave'way in face of the
guardians* determination on the understanding that weekly meetings
2
would be resumed during the vdnter. • On his first visit to the
Surrey Unions, Inspector Pigott criticised those boards of guardians
which only met fortnightly and drew the central authority’s notice to
3 L
the lack of vigilance displayed by the Godstone and Dorking Boards; 
he complained that he had made two wasted journeys to Dorking because 
the guardians changed the timing of board meetings without warning.
In spite of the inspector’s criticisms and the central authority’s
objections, the Hambledon Board, which had many meetings cancelled
as inchorate, insisted on changing from weekly to fortnightly meetings 
5in l8*f8. The following vdnter, the central authority requested them
• 6 
to reintroduce weekly . meetings but without success. Next
year, the battle was reopened when the Poor Law Board refused to^
sanction the continuation of fortnightly meetings beyond 30th December.
The guardians ignored the central authority’s wishes and continued as
1 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 123lV3l80a/l5 August 1836.
2 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 123lV3l80a/l9 August ,il836.
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 123*15/3167a/19 February 18^7.
k Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 1222^/3^60a/l2 March 18^7*
3 KRO BG7/11/2, p 361 - 1 May l8*f8.
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16 1 V  1 V 1 1 2 2 12 0.9
17 3 1 1 2 7 0 .5
18 1 2 2 3 1 9 0 .7
19 2 2 1 1 6 0 .5
20 1 3 1 2 7 0.5
21 1 1 2 0 .2
22 1 1 0 .1
23 1 1 2 4 0.3
2k . 1 1 2 0 .2
25 1 1 1 3 0 .2
26 1 1 1 3 0 .2
27
28 1 3 4 0.3
29 1 1 0.1
30 1 1 0.1
36 1 1 0.1
TOTAL 102 101 159 143 228 140 154 202 88 1,317 100.0
1
before. By i860, all the Surrey Unions except Richmond and Kingston 
had adopted fortnightly meetings: Kingston operated a mixture of fort­
nightly and weekly meetings while the Richmond Board met every week 
throughout the whole period. Richmond Guardians* conscientiousness is 
probably explained by the fact that the board was dominated by gentle­
men representatives who lived in Surrey*s smallest and most contract 
2 .union.
The corporate character of the Surrey Boards and the level of
efficiency they achieved depended to a large extent upon the guardians*
3
length of service. In the richer and more densely inhabited 
parishes, there tended to be a rapid turnover in representatives 
although every Surrey Union of this kind possessed a hard core of 
long serving guardians who maintained a sense of continuity and . 
obtained considerable political experience. Of Surrey*s.1,317 
elected guardians, 333 served for only one year while another 251 
served for two years; together they formed per cent of the
total. Indeed, 71*5 per cent of the representatives served between 
one and five years. Nevertheless, 17 per cent served between six 
and ten years; 6 .6 per cent between eleven and fifteen years; 3*1 per 
cent between sixteen and twenty years; .1 per cent between 21 and 25 
years; (D.7 per cent between 26 and 30 years; and finally, one 
extraordinary Kingston Guardian served continuously for 36 years.
Thus, every Surrey Board contained a solid core of experienced and 
knowledgeable elected guardians in addition to their long-serving ex­
officios.
1 Ibid, p 92 - 2 December 1850.
2 See Table LXXVIII.
3 See Table LXXIX.
(c) Union Elections
The. regulations controlling union elections seem to have been
designed to exclude undesirable elements. .Nominations and voting
were carried out on specially printed papers in the ratepayer^ own
home instead of by a show of hands as had been the custom in vestry
elections. The franchise was wide and included everybody who had
paid rates for six months prior to the election. The apparent
radicality of this measure was considerably weakened however by the
2clauses allowing plural voting.
Moreover, wide though the franchise was, the qualification for 
would-be guardians, property to the value of £40 p.a., prevented 
most of the residents in small country parishes from standing for 
election. The clerk of Reigate Vestry complained to the Poor Law 
Commissioners in 1836 that there were only fifteen people in the
3
whole of Reigate borough who v/ere qualified to serve as guardians. 
This was by no means unusual: in 1845 the Godstone Union Clerk 
complained to the central authority that only two residents in 
Woldingham were qualified to represent the parish - Mr. Mawer who 
had served as guardian for three years (1842-5) until appointed 
overseer of the poor and Joseph Meighill who had only just moved
4into the area. In the circumstances Joseph Meighill became 
guardian.and served for eight years before another qualified tenant 
farmer arrived in the parish and agreed to serve.
1 1 PLCs (1835), App. A, No. 5.
2 Fraser P., The Poor Law as a Political Institution in Fraser D. (ed„),
The New Poor Law in the Nineteenth Century (London 1976), pp 111-127.
3 Reigate Vestry to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12575/2742a/3 March 1836.
4 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12315/4379^/14 April 1845.
Unfortunately, some qualified people refused to represent their 
parishes to the consternation of the local boards. When James Tidy 
of Ewhurst Parish, Hambledon Union, refused to accept office, the 
board of guardians protested to the central authority. While 
recognising the right of an individual to refuse to serve, they 
argued that 1 office should be shared as equally as possible and not
'I
imposed exclusively on a few individuals.1 The Poor Lav; Commissioners
sympathised with the board and wrote to Tidy to see if he would change
2 . 3
his mind, but when he remained adamant, there was nothing they
could do.^
The reluctance of local farmers to serve as guardians often led 
to vacancies on the boards. The Vicar of Horsell, Chertsey Union, 
complained in 184-1 that his parish was unrepresented for the second
5
year running to *the great detriment of the poor.* The central
authority assured him that they would see to it that an election was
held and the deficiency made good.^ True to their word, an election 
was held and Henry Hammond, a local farmer, was elected and served 
for fifteen out of the next seventeen years.
Chertsey*s problems were mild compared with Godstone*s in 184-5 
when there were five parishes with no elected representatives. The 
union clerk pointed out that in spite of all his efforts Crowhurst, 
Farleigh and Warlingham were still without representatives while 
the guardian elect for Tatsfield, Thomas Brummitt, was ineligible as 
he had not paid the poor rate for twelve months prior to his election,
1 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/4-706a/30 April 184-0.
2 The PLCs to James Tidy: PRO MH12 1237QA7°6a/7 May 1840.
3 James Tidy to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/5374a/l3 May 1840.
4- The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12370/5374a/l9 May 1840.
3 Vicar of Horsell to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12144/3122a/22 March 184-1.
6 The PLCs to Vicar of Horsell: PRO MH12 12144-/3122a/31 March 184-1.
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and Joseph Meighell, the guardian elect for Woldingham, had only
'I
taken his farm at Michaelmas 184-4-. The Poor Law Commissioners
suggested that the previous guardians for Crowhurst and Farleigh,
Mr. Steer and Mr. Longford, should continue to represent their
parishes even though they had not been nominated for 184-3. Thomas
Brummit and Joseph Meighill should be rated immediately and accepted
as the legally elected representatives for Tatsfield and Woldingham.
In the case of Warlingham, they ordered the guardians to hold another
election as the previous representative, Richard Gladwin, had not
2
been nominated for the previous year.
Although all the Surrey Unions, with the exception of Richmond, 
experienced a certain amount of difficulty in maintaining continuity 
of representation in certain parishes, there were relatively few 
occasions when parishes were actually unrepresented. Lack of 
nominations however was by no means unusual. Guildford Union had 
the poorest record in this respect: there were no nominations to 
individual parishes on 113 occasions out of 826 during the period 
1833 to 1871, or some 13*7 Ver cent of the total. Hambledon 
suffered similar difficulties in 6.1 per cent of its elections; 
Godstone in 4-.7 per cent; Reigate in 3 per cent; Kingston in 1.2 per 
cent; Epsom in 1.1 per cent; Chertsey in 0.6 per cent; and Dorking 
in 0.3 per cent. However, a parish's failure to nominate a represent­
ative usually did little harm as the existing guardians could usually 
continue in office for another year. If however, a parish failed 
to nominate and elect a guardian on more than one consecutive 
occasion, it was not represented on the board of guardians for that 
year or years. Such vacancies, however, rarely occurred: Guildford's
1 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12313A379a/1^f April 184-3.
2 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12313A379a/l8 April 184-3.
Board of Guardians lacked representatives on 32 occasions, Hambledon*s 
on seven, Reigate's on three, Chertsey's and Godstone's on two each, 
and Epsom's and Kingston's on one occasion each.
Guildford's difficulties were caused by a number of small 
agricultural parishes where few gentlemen or farmers were able or 
willing to serve as guardians. East Clandon, for example, was not 
represented on twelve occasions, V/isley on seven, West Clandon.and 
Wanborough on three occasions each, and the Bowling Green twice. 
Hambledon Union also possessed two problem parishes, St. Martha and 
Peperharrow, which remained unrepresented for four and two years 
respectively. The only other Surrey parish to have been unrepresented 
for more than one year was Reigate*s Walton-on-the-Hill which 
remained without a guardians for two years in succession.
Hardly surprisingly, there were relatively few contested 
elections in Surrey, except in urban areas like Kingston, Reigate, 
Leatherhead and Caterham.
The authors of the electoral machinery hoped that their system 
would lead to quiet orderly elections. Initially, however, there 
were often teething difficulties. In 1837» the ratepayers of Hampton 
Wick in Kingston Union asked the central authority to institute 
an inquiry into the election of the guardian representing their 
parish. According to the overseers of the poor, the four candidates, 
Ruff, Stevens, Lynn and Gordon had polled 98, 98, 71 and. 63 votes
respectively and yet the churchwardens had declared Lynn elected.
2On receipt of a second petition, the central authority held an
1 Ratepayers of Hampton V/ick to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/3l86a/
10 April 1837.
2 Ratepayers of Hampton Wick to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/4-208a/
11 May 1837.
1
enquiry, the charge was proved and the election quoshed. This was
not the end of Kingston*s difficulties as in 1839» it was discovered
that due to the officials* inefficiency a number of paupers had been
2allowed to vote in the elections* Even more dubious practices 
were reported from Epsom Union* When the Ewell overseers of the
poor admitted failing to publish the names of those nominated for
la
4
3
election, the new guardians? resigned admitting th t their election
had been carrried out in an unsatisfactory manner.
Cases of over-zealous and possibly corrupt canvassing occasionally 
came to light. At Dorking, complaints were made that a guardian*s
servant had gone round collecting votes to make sure that his master,
tl 
6
5
who opposed the building of a new workhouse, v/as elected. When he
overseers of the poor admitted the accuracy of these accusations,
7the central authority declared the election void. The discovery of
similar illegal practices at Oxted in Godstone Union in 1840 caused
8the central authority to quosh the election and order another.
Such problems were not confined to the Surrey area and in 184-0
the central authority attempted to prevent further corruption and
inefficiency by making clerks instead of.overseers of the poor
9
responsible for union elections. However, disputes continued to 
to occur. In 184-4-, Henry Grell claimed that he was the rightful 
representative of Reigate Foreign as Tim< Price, a local schoolmaster,
1 The PLCs to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12389/4-208a/l7 May 1837.
2 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/7203a/20 September 1839
3 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/4403a/23 April 1838.
4- Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/9587V1 November 1838.
3 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12220/3327a/28 March 1840.
6 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO m 2 .  12220/3987a/10 April 184-0.
7 The PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12220/3987a/28 April 184-0.
8 KRO BG3/11/3, p 64- - 10 April 1840.
9 6 PLCs (184-1), App. No. .1 - Election of Guardians - Amended
Order, Article 12.
'I
he alleged, v/as not qualified to occupy the position of guardian. 
However, his charge proved to be unfounded.and Tim Price became 
vice-chairman of the board of guardians.
Instances of the use of undue influence in election campaigns
were occasionally recorded. At Epsom Union in 18^9, there were
many complaints about the way in which the Ewell election had been 
2conducted. The union clerk noticed that some of the voting forms
had been changed and claimed that persons other than legal voters
had been filling them in. He specifically charged Dr. Lane, one of
the union medical officers, with this offence. On this occasion,
nothing seems to have been done about the clerk*s complaints, but
3when he reiterated them in 1851, the Poor Law Board wrote to Dr.
Lane and officially reprimanded him for filling in the voting forms
b
of illiterate ratepayers.
More evidence of the growing and perhaps potentially corrupt 
interest in union elections came from Kingston in 1851. The rate­
payers of Thames Ditton complained ., that the clerk had only sent 
voting papers to 230 out of the bOO ratepayers and accused Dr.
5C. E. V/atts, one of the guardians elect, of using ’undue influence*. 
This charge was stoutly denied by Watt’s nominators who pointed out
1 Henry Grell to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12576/38^/28 May 18*&.
2 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/16909/1? April 18^9.
3 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2239/186*f8/28 April 1851.
4- The PLB to Dr. Lane: PRO MH12 12239/186W 8 May 1851.
5 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12393/16723/15 April 1851.
that there had been considerable canvassing by all the candidates.
Eventually, the central authority quoshed Watts1 election, not
because of his alleged use of undue influence, but because he was
still a union officer at the time of his nomination; the candidate
with the second highest number of votes, MrSeeley, was declared 
2
elected.
During the * fifties and *sixties, disputed elections became
relatively rare and were usually due to inefficiency rather than
malpractice. At Richmond in 1854, some of the ratepayers complained
that they had not been able to take part in the election as the clerk
3
had failed to provide them v/ith voting forms while the Reigate
ratepayers pointed out in 1865 that the names of some nominees
had been put forward without their knowledge or consent - the
clerk was ordered to notify all candidates of their nomination by 
Zf
letter in future.
Many Surrey parishioners manifested their genuine interest in
Poor Law affairs by claiming extra representation. In 1837 and 1838,
Thames Ditton Vestry, Kingston Union, petitioned the central authority
for an extra guardian on the grounds that their ex-officios
•systematically absented themselves from the Board.1 This was a
particularly early demand for additional representation and there were
no more from Surrey until 1846 when the ratepayers of Ewhurst Parish,
Hambledon Union, asked to be provided with a second guardian because
6of the * elongated nature of their settlement.* Although the 
Commissioners promised to study their case, they made it clear that
1 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12393/22830/24 May 1851.
2 The IPLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12393/28434/15 July 1831.
3 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12399/13017/17 April 1854.
4- KRO BG 9/11/8 , p 77 - 12 April 1865.
3 Thames Ditton Vestry to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/2396/14 March 
1837 auJ Thames Ditton Vestry to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/I338a/
8 February 1838.
6 Ratepayers of Ewhurst to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/1030a/29 January
1846.'
they did not .feel that this was sufficient reason for changing
1the existing arrangements.
However, by the 1860s the undeniable increase in population 
especially in urban areas persuaded the central authority to take 
a more favourable view of such requests* In 1862, the churchwardens, 
overseers and ratepayers of Kingston Parish memorialized the Poor 
Lav/ Board for additional representation, pointing out that the. 
population of their parish had increased from 5,989 in 1836 to 16,123
p
in i860. The Poor Law Board agreed and granted them one more 
3
guardian. Encouraged by their success, the ratepayers of Long
Ditton,^ Wimbledon^ and East Molesey^ made similar.requests in 1863*
7
Only the Long Ditton ratepayers were successful: Wimbledonfs had to
wait another four years before the central authority agreed to their 
request, while East Moleseyfs failed to convince the Poor Law Board 
that they needed another representative.
In 1863, on the grounds of rapidly increasing population*
8Richmond Parish obtained the right to elect an additional guradian*
A second petition in 1870, which asked for two more guardians, was
only partially successful, however: the Poor Law Board refused to
create any more seats but transferred one allocated to Kew Parish 
9to Richmond.
1 The PLCs to Ewhurst Vestry: PRO MB12 12371/"I030a/4- February l8*f6.
2 Churchwardens, overseers and ratepayers: PRO MH12 12398/73596/
6 March 1862.
3 The PLB to the Churchwardens, etc. of Kingston parish: PRO MH12 
12398/73996/19 March 1862.
Long Ditton Parish to the PLB: PRO MH12 12398/9531/20 March 1863.
5 Wimbledon Parish to the PLB: PRO MH12 12398/9531B/2*f March 1863.
6 East Molesey Parish to the PLB: PRO MH12 12398/9970/27 March 1863*
7 The PLB to Long Ditton Parish: PRO MH12 12398/136^5/22 June 1863.
8 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2600/1108/8 January 1863.
The PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 1 2600/1108A/28 February 1863.
9 KRO BG10/11/10, p 361 - 17 March 1870.
Ibid, p ^01 - 5 May 1870.
Dr. Smith, the eminent Poor Law Inspector, felt that 'The short
tenure of office and the frequently recurring periods of election
keep the guardians in fear of the constituents, and when any
unusual expenditure of money is needed, they have often to choose
between deferring the question until after the next re-election or
1voting in a manner which may prevent their re-election.* It is 
difficult to discover how much attention the Surrey Guardians gave 
to such considerations, although without doubt many treasured their 
position as guardian as a mark of status and social success.
An interesting discussion of these and other allied points took
place at a Godstone Board Meeting in 1868. One of the economy minded
guardians, a Mr. Bowman, gave notice of a motion 'that no land be
purchased for the new workhouse until after the election of Guardians
2
for the next year.* At the next board meeting, the chairman 
refused to put the motion as he declared that in his opinion the
3
guardians would be abdicating their authority if they agreed to it.
At the behest of the elected guardians, the chairman wrote to the
central authority asking them to comment on the legality of his 
Zj.
stance. In reply, the Poor Law Board, although expressing its
sympathy with the chairman1s feelings, declared the motion to be 
5perfectly proper. Granville Leweson-Gower, the vice-chairman, pointed
out that if the motion was carried, the forthcoming elections would
be marred by vigorous canvassing and 'that people would be elected
who are prepared to vote a particular way on the motion to build a 
6new workhouse.* Once again, although sympathising with Leveson-
Gower*s position, the central authority had no choice but to reiterate
7their decision that the motion be put to the vote. In fact, Bowman
1 Dr. Smith, H Of C, 372, 1866, p 63.
2 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12320/698/6 January 1868.
3 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12320/1783/1^ January 1868.
k Ibid.
3 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12■12320/1783A/I8 January 1868.
6 Mr. G. Leveson-Gower to the PLB: PRO MH12 12320/3386/25 January 1868.
7 The PLB to Mr. G. Leveson-Gower: PRO MH12 12320/3386A/29 January
1868.
and his supporters won this round of their battle to prevent the 
erection of a new workhouse* The struggle dragged on until 1870 
when a resolution was passed by eight votes to one (Bov/man)
'I
authorising the reconstruction of many of the workhouse buildings.
Even then, Bowman tried to reopen the whole question with the aid
of Mr. Edward Kelsey, another ardent economiser* On this occasion,
2in spite of their vehement protestations, the chairman ruled them 
out of order. This time, the dissentients received no reprieve 
from the central authority who issued the necessary order as the
3
original forms had contained a majority of the guardians1 signatures*
There is some evidence that Surrey Union Officers were worried
about the fluctuating nature of board membership* In 1864- Edward
Rolfe, the Master of Epsom workhouse, was asked by the central
if
authority to comment on their proposed superannuation scheme* The
master objected to the proposition that the local.boards of guardians
should ^ select and propose those officers they felt deserved such a
reward on the grounds that ’the continuous and frequent change
taking place in its (the board’s) members* would ’operate prejudicially
5 ■
to the claims of the retiring officer.*
The dangers arising from annual elections and the tendency of
annually elected representatives to postpone important decisions
until after the next election were borne out by the findings of the 
inspectors appointed to look into the failings of the North Surrey 
District School. As a result the Local Government Board decided
that the managers of district schools should serve for three years
instead of one as had previously been the rule.^
1 KRO BG5/11/12, p 385 - 7 October 1870.
2 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12321/4960^/17 November 1870.
3 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12321/32860A/14 December 1870.
4- The PLB to Edward Rolfe: PRO MH12 12224/1934/8 January 1864-.
3 Edward Rolfe to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/1934-/14- January 1864.
6 2 LGB (1873/3), P xxxi.
(d) Sources of Friction Within the Surrey Boards of Guardians
In the absence of contrary evidence, it appears that most
Surrey board meetings were conducted in an orderly fashion thanks
to the sterling work of their chairmen. The post of chairman was
an onerous one requiring constant attendance at board meetings,
great patience and tact as well as impartiality. On the retirement
of Sir Edmund Curry, the ex-officio chairman of the Chertsey Board,
the guardians put down his success to ’the urbanity with which he
has listened to the suggestions of many of the Guardians however much
1
he might differ from them in opinion.* . By no means all chairmen
acted with Sir Edmund’s tolerance. Inspector Preston-Thomas
recalled that ’Now and then it happened, even when the chairman
regulated the procedure well, that he despotically enforced his own 
2
opinion.’ Although none of the Surrey chairmen were actually accused
of such extreme behaviour, Captain Fitzroy, the chairman of Epsom
Union, resigned in 1837 because the board of. guardians refused to 
3follow his lead.
Certainly, the Surrey chairmen accepted the fact that they 
occupied positions of particular trust and responsibility and 
resigned when they felt that they had failed to maintain the highest 
standards. There was a growing acceptance of the principle of 
accountability. At Harabledon in 1839» the chairman and vice- 
chairman felt constrained to resign, ’the affairs of the Hambledon
1 KRO BG1/11/1, p 393 - 23 September 1838.
2 Preston-Thomas H., The Work and Play of a Government Inspector 
(London 1909)» P 23?•
3 KRO BG3/11/9, p 4-39 - 30 December 1837; see p £ $ &
1Union having fallen into disorder* * In actual fact they were no
more guilty of dereliction of duty than the other members of the
board who had failed to notice that the clerk was embezzling union 
2
funds. More understandably, Mr* Nicolson, the long serving chair-
man of the Farnham Board of Guardians resigned following the
publication of the Lancet*s report on the condition of the union
workhouse and infirmary which charged the guardians with gross 
3
neglect of duty.
Most violent intra-board quarrels were caused by disagreements 
over the appointment of officers. On a surprising number of 
occasions, voting ended in deadlock. In these situations, chairmen 
were usually required to give a casting-vote* At Dorking in 184-5, 
the guardians divided equally, nine for and nine against the 
proposal that a workhouse chaplain be appointed, until the chairman
if
cast his second vote. The defeated parties demanded that the
legality of the chairman*s action be tested, and so the matter was
5
laid before the Poor Law Commissioners. On this occasion, the 
central authority replied, as they had in 184-2 to a similar request 
from Dorking Guardians,^ that they did not believe that such a right 
existed under 4- and 5 William IV c 7&.
o
Article 155 of the Consolidated Order of 184-7 stated that 
every officer had to be appointed by a majority of the guardians 
present at the meeting. This clause often created difficulties when
1 KRO BG7/11/4-, pp 166-7 - 25 July 1859.
2 Ibid, p 176 - 22 August 1859-
3 The Lancet Report on Farnham Infirmary, pp 4-96-8.
4- KRO BG2/11/3, p 320 - 6 March 184-5.
5 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/2738A/5 March 184-5.
6 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12220/94-33A/1 August 184-2.
7 The PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12220/94-33A/8 August 184-2.
8 The PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MK12 12221/2738A/8 March 184-5*
there were more than two candidates for a post. In these circum­
stances, a new officer could not be appointed unless he received a 
majority of the votes cast. In 1840, the Poor Law Commissioners 
quoshed the election of William Sargant as Reigate Workhouse Medical 
Officer in the belief that he had only received twelve votes while 
his opponents mustered nineteen between them, only to learn that the 
members of the Reigate Board were allowed to vote for more than one 
candidate and that Sargant had been voted for by twelve ot the 23 
guardians present.^
When there were only two candidates for a post, the candidate
3receiving the largest number of votes cast was duly elected. In
the case of equality, the presiding chairman of the guardians had a
second or casting vote according to 12 and 13 Victoria c 103, s 19*
Shortly after the act had been passed, the chairman*s right to a
if
second vote was challenged at Hambledon and Reigate., and only.
accepted on receipt of the central authority*s assurance that it
5was now established as a legal right. Years later, some Surrey 
Guardians still had difficulty interpreting these regulations. The 
Hambledon Board, for instance, cancelled the appointment of their 
new chaplain in 1866, because although the Reverend Gandy had 
received six votes to the Reverend Salmon’s five, they believed that
1 The PLCs to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12580/25199B/4- July 184-0.
2 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12580/28822/5 July l8*f0.
3 The Consolidated Order, 184-7 in Glen W. C., op. cit., p 125.
4- Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12372/8855/1 March 1850
and Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12578/37712/9 October
1852.
5 The PLB to Hambledon Union : PRO MH12 12372/8855B/6 March I85O 
and the PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12578/37712B/14- October
1852.
all the elected guardians had to be present before a decision could
be made. Two weeks later, at a full meeting of all the guardians,
2Candy was elected by eight votes to Salmon*s seven.
The Surrey Boards of Guardians were particularly anxious to
prevent any encroachment upon their discretionary powers. They
were especially jealous of their control over the appointment,
suspension and dismissal of union officers. Indeed, appointments
were a continual source of friction between the boards of guardians
and the central authority. Although an impartial observer can see
that the central authority*s checks into the qualifications and
previous careers of newly elected union officers prevented many
dangerous appointments, the Surrey Guardians were usually reluctant
to admit that they had chosen the v/rong man. Chertsey Guardians,
for example, insisted that the Poor Law Commissioners sanction the
appointment of Mr. and Mrs. Smith as master and matron of their 
3
workhouse even though they had already been dismissed by the central
authority for misbehaviour during their time as master and matron of
if
Kingston workhouse. In the following year, the guardians insisted
on Mr. and Mrs. Shipp being placed in charge of the workhouse schools
5
in spite of the Commissioners* opposition. Predxctably, the 
guardians dismissed both sets of officers as inefficient in l8Vl.^
1 KRO BG7/11/6, p 89 - 23 April 1866.
2 Ibid, p 9k - 7 May 1866.
3 KRO BG3/11/3, p 96 - 21 February l8*f3*
k KRO BG8/11/1, p 137 “ 11 November 18^ -0; earlier volume of
minutes is missing.
3 KRO EG3/11/3, p 213 - 21 May 1844.
6 KRO BG1/11/3» PP 290-1 - 23 February 18^3.
Most of the Surrey Boards of Guardians tried to resist the
1introduction of permanent contracts for Poor Law medical officers.
Several unions petitioned the central authority unsuccessfully to
2be allowed to opt out of the scheme. Guildford and : Epsom
Guardians opposed it on the grounds that *it deprived them of that
3 & 4discretionary power to which they are fairly entitled.* At
Dorking, in 1862, Edward Rolfe was appointed master of the workhouse
on the understanding that he would resign his post at any time on
5
being given three months* notice. The Poor Law Board immediately
informed the guardians that the contract was in breach of Article 187
of the Consolidated Order, 1847* Eventually, after much argument,
the central authority prevailed upon the guardians to come to an
informal arrangement with the master which did not constitute an
7illegal precedent.
On a number of occasions, Surrey Boards of Guardians illegally
suspended difficult or recalcitrant officers. Dorking Guardians
twice suspended chaplains for refusing to comply with instructions
8which were in breach of their contracts, and on each occasion the
central authority had to remind them that their action was illegal
9and insist that they lift the suspension. Some boards of guardians, 
wishing to rid themselves of officers, suspended them on the flimsiest
1 See Chapter III, pp 199-200.
2 Ibid.
3 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/8423/13 March 1833*
4 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12240/6309/21 February 1833*
5 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/320/2 January 1862.
6 The PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12224/320B/10 January 1862.
7 The PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12224/3862B/8 February 1862.
8 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/10161/8 April 1848 and
Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/323/2 January 1862.
9 The ;PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12223/10161B/17 April 1848,'
and the PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12224/323B/8 January 1862.
considerations, Reigate Guardians, for instance, suspended Dr,
John Budgett, the Medical Officer of the Lower Southern district
1because of their general dissatisfaction* with his work* Colonel
Pigott, the district inspector, reported favourably of Budgett,
criticised the board and asked the central authority to repudiate 
2their action. The Poor Law Board followed their inspectors 
3
advice and were met with determined opposition. As the board
if
would not reinstate their officer, the central authority had no
5
choice but to issue an order lifting the suspension.
In the * thirties and ‘forties, boards of guardians quite often 
succeeded in illegally dismissing officers, especially school­
teachers, by the simple strategem of not informing the central 
authority of their action until after they had replaced the offending 
officer.^ Frequently, the central authority was not informed of 
the appointment of officers until years after the event: for example, 
the Farnham Union nurse served for eleven years before the Poor Lav; 
Board learned of her existence. Such omissions arose either from 
gross inefficiency or from a determination to deprive the central 
authority of its control over appointments.
The Surrey Boards often claimed that their administrative 
efficiency was impaired by their inability to dismiss officers, 
Dorking Guardians, for instance, told Assistant Commissioner Tufnell
1 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/38¥f/2? January 1833.
2 Colonel Pigott to the PLB: rss hiote on the back of the above.
3 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12378/38^fB/3 February 1833*
V  Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/9868/23 March 1833*
3 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12378/9868B/3 May 1833.
6 See Chapter V, pp 0
in 18*H that they could have improved their workhouse’s services
if they had had the power to dismiss the master, Henry Laneham, *a
great delinquent1, while Colonel Pigott reported that Chertsey
Guardians had expressed similar views about Dr. Eady, their workhouse 
2medical officer.
Curiously enough, when the guardians* powers of dismissal v/ere 
3increased in 1867, one Surrey Union at least refused to exercise
them. Hambledon Guardians did not have the courage to dismiss
Charlotte Fielder in 1869 even though the central authority reminded
h e rthem of their powers. In 1836, however, Guildford Guardians; spoke 
for most of their colleagues when they passed a resolution demanding, 
that *the Board of Guardians should have the exclusive ••••• power of 
electing and dismissing any officer they may require for their
5
respective unions without the interference of the Poor Law Board.* 
Later, in 1867, the Guildford and Dorking Boards petitioned and 
*waited upon the Poor Law Board* to discuss the possibility of 
obtaining increased powers over union officers.
Without doubt the Poor Law service gained in efficiency and its 
servants in security because of the central authority*s control over 
appointments. In the days before permanent medical appointments, 
a number of boards acted irresponsibly towards their officers. Dr. 
Harcourt of Chertsey Union, for example, who had given no recorded 
cause for dissatisfaction was dismissed v/ithout warning in 1850.
1 E. C. Tufnell’s ms report: PRO MH12 12220/11737a/28 December 18*H.
2 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12150/4-3088/19 November 1863.
3 General Order, 19 August 1867*
h The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12378/30^708/18 November 1869.
5 KRO BG6/11/12, p 162 - 27 December 1836.
6 KRO BG6/11/16, p 1*f0 - 15 June 1867 and KRO BG2/11/6, p 228 - 
3 June 1867.
7 Dr. Harcourt to the PLB: PRO MH12 12.1 ^7/116 7 9 March 1830.
Although medical officers were protected from this kind of arbitrary 
behaviour on the part of their employers by the medical order of 
1833,-new appointments often generated heated quarrels.
Although the Surrey Boards of Guardians were often criticised
for their quixotic treatment of medical officers, they frequently
erred in the opposite direction when dealing with their masters and
matrons. Epsom Guardians, for instance, sustained their dictatorial
master, Joseph Gritton, against the attacks of other officers and
the central authority itself until 184-9 when they at last found him
2
out and compelled him to resign. Reigate Guardians refused to
dismiss Mr. and Mrs. Farr, the master and matron of their workhouse
in 184-9, .following an enquiry into their conduct which proved that
they had been guilty of a large number of irregularities and
3considerable inefficiency. Three years later, the board was 
forced to carry out another investigation and as a result of its 
findings compelled the Farrs to resign because of their *gross
4-inefficiency*.
Although the control of the appointment, suspension and dismissal 
of officers was the most fiercely disputed area between the boards of 
guardians and the central authority, there were many others especially 
those involving the expenditure of public moneys. Guildford Guardians 
probably represented the views of almost every board in the country 
when they minuted their opinion that ’the Board of Guardians should
1 KRO BG3/11/3, p 228 - 3 June I8*f0.
2 Epsom Union to the Poor Law Board: PRO Mil2 12239/36363/14- December
184-9.
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377/24-24-4-/10 August 184-9.
4- Colonel Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12377/8932/12 February 1831.
have the exclusive right and control over the expenditure of all
1monies collected in the shape of Poor Rates •••••'
The Surrey Boards of Guardians like most boards were reluctant
to authorise heavy capital expenditure on building and.improvements.
Two examples serve to illustrate this tendency. In 1847, after
Assistant Commissioner Richard Hall criticised many aspects of their
2workhouse,s facilities, and the central authority insisted that
3Chertsey Guardians take immediate steps to remedy the defects, the
board replied scornfully that they would *if necessary, take into
h.
consideration the best plan of amending the defects.r When, two
months later, the central authority asked what steps they had
5 6decided to take, they replied none. The following year, Hall
reported that nothing had been done to make good the deficiencies
since his previous visit*' Much later, in 1866-7, Dr* Edward Smith
experienced similar difficulties at Epsom: in 1866, Smith called for
8the implementation of a programme of reforms and received the full 
support of the central authority;^ however, he complained in 1867
1 KRO BG6/11/12, p 162 - 27 December 1856.
2 Richard Hall*s ms report: PRO MH12 12l46/6008a/6 April 1847-
3 PLCs to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12l46/6008a/9 April 1847.
4- Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12146/7155^/21 April 184-7-
3 PLCs to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12l46/7155a/2 June 1847.
6 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12l46/9727a/9 June 1847.
7 Richard Hallfs ms report: PRO MH12 12146/14423/15 Hay 1848.
8 Dr. Smith*s ms report: PRO MH12 12242/41449/17 October 1866.
9 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12242/41449/19 October 1866 and
the PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 1224^/19726A/27 May 1867.
1
that nothing had been done to remedy the defects. On receiving
his report the central authority wrote firmly to the board of
guardians demanding that they carry out the specified improvements
2without further delay. Their firmness was rewarded by the board*s
capitulation, although not before they had tried one last, rather
ridiculous ploy and claimed that they had already carried out all
3
the inspectors* requests. The Poor Law Board was not taken in and 
maintained its pressure.^
1 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 1214-3/38075/9 October 1867-
2 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12143/38075A/29 October 1867.
3 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1214-3/4-3395/18 November 1867.
4 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12143/43395B/29 November 1867.
(e) The Committee System and Workhouse Supervision
To speed up routine business, boards of guardians divided
into committees. When, for example, there were large numbers of
applicants for relief, the boards set up separate committees for
each district. Such arrangements were made in manufacturing districts
1as well as in basically agricultural areas like Surrey. One of the
most important of these committees was the visiting committee.
According to the General Consolidated Order of 184-3» the workhouse
had to be visited weekly and the fact reported in a special book which
pcould be consulted by inspectors and other official visitors. Most 
of the Surrey Guardians sadly neglected this aspect of their work. 
District inspectors often noted this deficiency and the central 
authority equally frequently drew the offending board of guardians*
3
attention to the regulations, but without noticeable success.
The slack organisation and appalling conditions existing within 
many workhouses were the direct result of either the guardians* 
failure to appoint visiting committees or of these committees.* failure 
to carry:, out their duties. They were supposed to ensure that the 
workhouse was clean and well ventilated; that the established dietary 
was adhered to; that the inmates* bedding was satisfactory; and that
1 Rose M. E., Poor Law Administration in the West Riding of 
Yorkshire 1820-1833 (D.Phil.Oxford 1983), PP 138-7*
2 8 PLCs (184-3), App A, No. 3 - General Order - Workhouse Rules, 
Article 38.
3 A random selection of complaints about infrequent visiting:
G. Pigott*s ms report on Dorking: PRO MH12 1222^/3^80a/12 March
184-7.
R. Cane*s ms report on Epsom: PRO MH12 1 224-2/2394-^ /8 June 1864.
The Poor Law Report on Farnham Workhouse, p 4-9*
Godstone: KRO BG3/11/4-, p 33 - 29 April 184-2: Chairman complained. 
Mr. Corbett *s ms report on Hambledon: PRO MH12 12373/4-4-312/
23 November 1863*
Mr. Henley*s ms report on Kingston: PRO ME12 12401/41252/13 August
1868.
the accommodation and sanitary arrangements were adequate. In
addition, they were required to make sure that the medical officer
visited his patients regularly, and that the inmates were clean and
healthy. When sickness prevailed, it was their duty to discover its
cause and remedy it. They were required to see that the children were
vaccinated, that the nursing was satisfactory and that lunatics and
idiots were properly cared for. The Poor Law Amendment Act of 1849
made the appointment of such committees compulsory and spelled out
their duties. In spite of the central authority’s efforts to
encourage boards of guardians to visit their workhouses regularly,
Dr. ;Bmith reported in 1866 that visiting committees were ’the most
2
defective part of the present system.* He suggested .that guardians
be required to visit their workhouses twice weekly, to keep records
3and to make written reports. He concluded that *They usually visit 
too infrequently and in too great a hurry and are too much disinclined
4to recommend changes.* He drew the central authority’s attention to 
the visiting committees of voluntary hospitals which he considered 
to be more efficient as their members were ’often gentlemen ••••••
who know the practice in other hospitals.* In 1866, the Poor Law 
Board issued an order reminding boards of guardians of the visiting 
committee’s duties and requiring them to report Veekly whether 
regular attendance is given by the medical officer, whether the inmates 
of the sick wards are properly tended, and.whether nurses are efficient.*
In many places, conditions failed to improve even under the 
Local Government Board. Preston-Thomas asserted that ’Most of the 
Guardians, especially in rural Unions, where the distances are great, 
rarely visited the workhouse. It frequently happened that the 
Visiting Committee met only on Board days, solemnly marched through
1 10 and 11 Victoria c 109* s* 24.
2 H o f  C, 372, 1866, p 63.
3 Ibid.
4 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
6 Order, 1866*
the different wards under the guidance of the Master; inspected the 
provisions; examined the condition of the beds or at any rate of 
the clean sheets which had possibly been placed on them an hour or
1two earlier; and had scarcely any communication with the inmates,*
As Preston-Thomas suggested, even when the local guardians
were conscientious in the performance of their duties, it was very
difficult for them to obtain a clear picture of the state of the
institution as the workhouse officers knew when they were going to
inspect the buildings and took the necessary precautions* It was
virtually impossible to make unscheduled inspections as normally
such visits could only take place with the master*s permission. In
1837? Kingston Guardians wrote to the Poor Law Commissioners asking
whether they had the right to enter the workhouse for purposes other
2
than attending board meetings* The Commissioners replied that they
3
could not unless the board passed a bye-law to that effect. However, 
when the guardians informed the central authority that they had 
passed such a resolution granting all elected guardians an unrestricted 
right of entry to the workhouse, the Commissioners were less than 
enthusiastic, pointing out that although their resolution was legal, 
they felt that Voluntary individual inspections would be in great 
measure inconsistent with this system (of visiting committees)..51^
By discouraging this arrangement, the central authority lost a 
valuable opportunity to encourage a more thorough monitoring of work­
house administration* Admittedly, this privilege would have been open
1 Preston-Thomas H*, op* cit., p 231.
2 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/1216a/13 July 1837*
3 The PLCs \to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12389/12l6a/1 August 1837.
Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1 2389/2108a/23 February 1838*
3 The PLCs to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12389/2108a/2^ f March 1838.
to abuse by suspicious and economy minded guardians, but it would 
have had the salutary effect of preventing workhouse officers from 
neglecting their duties and putting on ‘special shows* on prearranged 
occasions.
Godstone was the only Surrey Union to implement such a system.
In 1867, a resolution was passed making every guardian a visitor 
with the right to inspect the workhouse at any reasonable time. All 
visiting guardians were to enter reports of their visits in a special 
book provided for the purpose. However, even here, it was agreed 
that only the.visiting committee should examine the House regularly.
The Surrey Boards of Guardians* failure to inspect their work­
houses regularly and thoroughly allowed irregularities and inefficiency 
to go undetected for considerable periods of time. As early as 18^0, 
Mr. Kyle, the Porter at Kingston workhouse, pointed.out that the 
infrequency of the visiting committee*s inspections allowed the
master and matron, Mr. and Mrs. Smith, to misuse their powers without 
2fear of rebuke. Guildford Guardians inadvertedly condemned themselves 
when they asked the central authority to sanction a proposed increase 
in salary for their new master on the grounds that he had to work 
extremely hard * to redeem the errors and correct the irregularities 
and laxities that existed for many years in the Management of the 
V/orkhouse* under his predecessor, Mr. Ames, who had been forced to
resign following the discovery that he was and had been for some
3 ■'' •years a chronic alcoholic.
The Lancet Commissioners claimed, perhaps with pardonable 
exaggeration, that Farnham Guardians had tolerated *a state of things 
in their workhouse which was like nothing but Pandemonium, simply
1 KRO BG5/11/12, p :19 - 22 November 1867.
2 . Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12390/9756a/2k September l8*f0
3 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 123^1/21^3/16 January 1863.
because they chose to believe implicitly all the master told them,
1and ignore all complaints from other quarters.' Hr. Nicolson, the
long serving ex-officio chairman of the Farnham Guardians, tried to
explain away the board's failure to deal with the situation on the
grounds that the central authority had refused to allow them to
dismiss the master, Mr. Sargant, in 1864-* However, he conveniently
forgot that they could have rid themselves of this difficult officer
on the death of his wife in 1865 which automatically terminated his
contract* Instead, the board had insisted on reappointing the
2inefficient and tyrannical Sargant. The truth was that the Farnham 
Visiting Committee rarely inspected the workhouse.
Inspector Henley discovered a similar situation at Hambledon
Union in 1870. He declared that the master, matron and assistant
matron were all inefficient and unsuited to the Poor Law service and
called on .the board of guardians to institute *a strict supervision
3over the establishment.* In most cases, the guardians' failure to
carry out this aspect of their duties led to a surprising but not
necessarily dangerous ignorance of the conditions existing within
the institution for which they were responsible. Richard Cane was
merely surprised to learn that Chertsey Guardians were unaware that
their workhouse inmates were not using their new dining room, but
was thoroughly disturbed when the paupers refused to assemble in the
If
dining room to meet him.
1 The Lancet Report on Farnham Infirmary, p 4-97*
2 The Poor Law Report on Farnham Infirmary, pp 4-0-1.
3 J. J. Henley's ms report: PRO MH12 12379/8803/23 February 1870.
4- R. Cane's ms report: PRO MH12 12150/90867/1 August 1865*
In many areas, something was done to improve workhouse conditions
1by introducing Ladies Visiting Committees. Unfortunately, this
movement had not developed in Surrey to any significant degree by 
2 31871. At Dorking and Godstone individual ladies obtained the 
guardians* permission to visit the wards containing the old and
hsick itfhile at Richmond a more organised form of visiting developed.
In i860 Richmond Guardians decided that no more than four ladies
should be allowed to visit the wards at any one time and designated
Tuesday and Eriday afternoons for this purpose. In spite of these
regulations, the enthusiasm of the good ladies of Richmond could not
be contained, and in 1871 the guardians minuted their objection to
the large number of lady visitors, noting that they had registered
5
a similar protest the previous year but without success.
During the ‘sixties there were various complaints about the
behaviour of the Richmond Visitors. In l86*f, for example, a Miss
Cox refused to listen to the remonstrations of a nurse and shook a
dying vroman until she regained consciousness so that she could tread
6and pray with'her. Later, the lady visitors created considerable 
ill feeling by providing certain favoured individuals with ‘extras*
1 Twining L., Workhouses and Pauperism (London 1898), p 3;
Sheppard G. W., Experiences of a Workhouse Visitor (London 1837)*
2 KRO EG2/11/6, p 2^7 - 19 August 1838.
3 KRO BG3/11/10, p 90 - 7 March 1862.
4- KRO BG10/11/7, p 382 - 19 January i860.
3 KRO BG10/11/11, p 91 - 6 July 1871*
6 KRO BG10/11/8, p ^38 - 19 May l86*f.
while ignoring the others. After a series of complaints had been
'I
lodged, the guardians banned the practice all together.
At Guildford, a much more businesslike Ladies* Visiting Committee
2
v/as created in 1863 with an elaborate code of rules. This local
group quickly became affiliated to the Central 'Workhouse Visiting
Society. The committee of twelve ladies included the wives of the
leading members of Guildford society: Lady Lovaine, Miss Onslow and
Mrs. Molyneux. These ladies achieved considerable success and each
year the board of guardians acknowledged their *valuable* or
3
‘effectual* services. In addition to visiting the v;orkhouse, the 
ladies sought for and obtained places for pauper children.
No doubt the presence of lady visitors in these four workhouses 
did something to make good the visiting committees* deficiencies and 
added a little more colour and interest to the inmates* dull lives.
1 KRO BG10/11/10, p 20 - 20 February 1868.
2 KRO BG6/11/13, p - 19 December 1863.
3 For example: KRO BG6/11/13, p 12*1- and *f6l - 23 April 186*1- and 
7 April 1866.
*f Ibid, p - 19 December 1863.
(f) Boards of Guardians and the Press
Some Surrey Guardians allowed local newspaper reporters to 
attend board meetings* These journalists quickly made themselves 
the guardians of the public interest* Indeed, boards of guardians 
soon learned to respect and sometimes fear their activities. The 
Reverend Richard Connebee of the West Street Independent Chapel at 
Dorking merely had to point out to -his board of guardians how 
unfortunate it would be if the local newspapers were to learn that 
workhouse inmates were dying without the comfort of spiritual 
consolation to persuade them to appoint a chaplain.
Guildford Guardians certainly encountered many difficulties as
a result of opening their doors to the press. In 1833» the Surrey
Gazette took up the case of Job Raggett who had died in suspicious
circumstances while being treated by Dr. Fishley, one of the union
medical officers. The board of guardians arranged for the charge
of neglect to be heard on 9th December, 1832 but when the boy’s
father, Henry Raggett, was late in arriving, they declared Fishley
to be guiltless and refused to reopen the matter when the father
2arrived twenty minutes later. The Surrey Gazette demanded an
enquiry in its issues of the 21st and 28th December. The Poor Law
Board’s clerks cut out the articles and brought them to the
attention of their masters who wrote to the guardians asking for an 
3
explanation.
Newspapers also provided union officers with an arena in which 
to defend themselves and-even criticise their employers. Dr. Gall, 
a Guildford Union Medical Officer, complained to the central authority
1 KRO BG^/11/3, p 310 - 13 February l8*f5.
2 The Surrey Gazette, 1*f December 1832.
3 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12336/110/7 January 1833.
in 1856, that Guildford Guardians had censured him .without warning
or giving him a chance to defend himself for a letter he had v/ritten
1to the West Surrey Times*
The most serious altercation between a Surrey newspaper and a
board of guardians took place at Guildford where Mr. Hughes, the
strong minded editor and proprietor of the West Surrey Times vehemently
2criticised the way the board was treating vagrants. Mr. Hughes, not
content with attacking the board in his newspaper, approached the
central authority and kept up a steady fusillade of complaints. As
a result the board passed a resolution excluding members of the press
3from their meetings. Although Mr. Hughes complained long and
4vigorously to the Poor Law Board about this reactionary decision, 
they explained that there was nothing they could do in face of the
c
board’s determination. The guardians maintained the ban until 1867 
when a resolution was passed reviving the original bye-law allowing 
members of the press to attend and report meetings.
The -other Surrey Boards regarded the press with mixed feelings.
In 18^9, Mr. Pimm, the disgruntled member for Tatsfield in Godstone
Union, gave notice that he intended to introduce a resolution to
7
allow members of the press tc attend board meetings, but apparently
thought better of it and did not even appear the foliowing week to
8propose the motion. An attempt to introduce the press into Richmond
1 Dr. Gall to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/2213V3 June 1836.
2 See Chapter VI, p; iT^ -o
3 Mr. ;Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 123^0/44-318/21 November 1863.
k Mr. Hughes to the PLB: PRO MH12 123^/^328^/12 December 1863.
3 The PLB to Mr. Hughes: PRO MH12 123^0/^328^/20 December 1863.
6 KRO BG6/11/16, p 1A3 - 29 June 1867.
7 KRO BG5/11/7, p 1^0 - 2 November I8A9.
8 Ibid, p 1A6 - 9 November I8A9.
board meetings in 1869 ended in deadlock until the chairman used his
1casting vote to defeat the motion. On the other hand, Kingston
Guardians decided in 1859 that *it is incompatible with the proper
development of the representative principle that the business of
this Board should.be transacted with(in) closed doors and that in
future the meetings of the Board be open to any members of the .
2
public press that may feel disposed to attend, 1
On a number of occasions local newspapers intervened to give
publicity to cases of alleged neglect on the part of union officers.
For example, both the Surrey and Hampshire Nev/s and the Guildford
Times put pressure on the Farnham Board of Guardians to carry out
3
an enquiry into the death of a prostitute called Emma Noel,
In-'spite of the dangers of sensational journalism and wanton 
interference in Poor Law affairs, the press played an important part 
in guarding the interests of the individual and the general public 
in the Surrey area where visiting committees rarely performed their 
duties regularly and thoroughly and where Poor Law Inspectors seldom 
visited unions more than once or twice a year.
1 KRO BS10/11/10, p 293 - 25 November 1869.
2 KRO BG8/11/6, p 281 - 19 July 1859.
3 The Surrey and Hampshire News, 25 March 1865; the Guildford Times,
25 March 1865; see Chapter VI, pp 132-3*
(g) Conclusion
Frequently, the guardians appeared to be obstacles in the path
of progress and without doubt, a strong case can be made against
some of the Surrey Boards. In the area of medical relief, they can
be criticised for their reluctance to provide institutional facilities
such as separate infirmaries and fever wards. ' One example will
suffice to illustrate a general trend which is studied in detail 
1elsewhere. Although the central authority called on Godstone
Guardians to erect a new infirmary in 1848 after Inspector Pigott
2had found the House full of fever, they did nothing to provide new
facilities until 1869. The Surrey Guardians * failure to provide an
efficient institutional and domiciliary nursing service led to
criticisms although they were no slower to provide these facilities
than other authorities and indeed were faster than most. Moreover,
the Surrey Boards treated their insane and mentally retarded paupers 
L
well. Although the quality of their domiciliary medical services
suffered from their medical districts* excessive size this was a
5universal rather than a local problem.
Some Surrey Unions could be criticised for failing to carry out
the regulations laid down by the Nuisances Removal and Diseases
6Prevention Act of 1848; the Hambledon Board, for instance, was 
reported by the Secretary of the General Board of Health to then
Poor Law Board in 1855 on these grounds.
1 See Chapter II, p 71*
2 KRO BG5/11/6, p 366 - 29 September 1848
3 J. J. Henley*s ms report: PRO MH12 1 2320/9363/11 February 1870.
Chapter VI, pp - SoG
3 Chapter III, pp 275-284.
6 11 and 12 Victoria c. 63*
7 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12372/2391/17 January 1855.
T. B. Browne claimed that the guardians as a class exhibited
1♦a deplorable apathy and indifference to education*1 The Royal
Commission on Popular Education supported this assertion and argued
that the guardians of all except the large towns were ‘indifferent
to education, often hostile to it*' However, between 183^ and 1871
the Surrey Guardians did much more than provide workhouse schools*
Three unions sent their children to district schools - Kingston and
Richmond to the North Surrey District School and Farnham to their
own rural district school - and indeed the rest gave more than a
passing thought to joining one of the existing district schools or
combining with neighbouring unions to provide similar institutions 
3
of their own* In spite of the criticisms levelled at the standard
and range of the vocational training provided, most Surrey workhouse
schoolchildren succeeded in obtaining jobs or apprenticeships at an
early age, and, as far as one can tell from surviving evidence,
if
succeeded in adapting themselves to their nevr lives*
The Surrey Guardians accurately reflected many of the prejudices
of their day, especially in the area of religion. As ardent supporters
of the Established Church, Kingston, Reigate and Richmond Guardians
opposed all moves to appoint Roman Catholic workhouse chaplains and 
~ 5
schoolteachers* At Hambledon, the guardians attacked the chaplain*s
‘High Church* predelictions^ while some nonconformist ministers
experienced considerable difficulty in obtaining permission to visit
7and instruct their followers.
1 T. B. Browne, Mins CCE (PUS), 1833-6 , P 90*
2 Royal Commission, 1861, Report Vol. I, p 359»
3 See Chapter V, pp 369-78.
See Chapter V, pp
3 See Chapter VII, pp S‘?7-S'<?/
6 Ibid, p S'S7
7 Ibid, p SVI
In several areas, the Surrey Guardians deliberately flew in
the face of the central authority's stated policy. Nowhere was this
more clearly seen than in the board's refusal to impose the workhouse
1test on short-term unemployed labourers and their families.
Moreover, several unions employed their paupers in illegal profit
making concerns instead of imposing the dull, useless taskwork
2which the central authority required. Beigate Guardians, for
example, set their unemployed to work at a local mill until 1830
when Colonel Pigott discovered what was happening and reported the
3
matter to the central authority, who persuaded the board to
bterminate the arrangement. Tv/o years previously, the same
inspector discovered that Hambledon Guardians were selling shoes
made by their workhouse inmates and informed them that this was 
5illegal.
The guardians have been accused of parsimony. 'Does your
experience lead you to think that, generally speaking, their (the
guardians') main idea was to avoid expense without any large view
as to the result?' a retired Poor Law Inspector was asked by the
Boyal Sanitary Commission of 1869. 'Exactly so', he replied.
Kitson Clark gave it as his opinion that guardians as a class were
7
'very anxious to avoid expenditure.' This charge is amply proved
1 See Chapter IV, pp 297-323*
2 See Chapter IV, pp 32*f~330.
3 Colonel Pigott's ms report: PRO M-H12 12377A913/23 January 1830.
4- Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377A1231/22 August 1830.
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/22921/16 August l8*f8.
6 Royal Sanitary Commission (1869) - 2nd Report, PP XXV (1871), 
Vol. iii, Part I, evidence of R. Weale. Q. 10,639*
7 Kitson Clark G. S. R., The Making of Victorian England (London
1961), p 122.
in many instances in Surrey, The guardians of Chertsey, Guildford
and Reigate Unions all tried to reduce their officers1 salaries on
1the grounds that the price of provisions had gone down. Indeed, 
union officers* salaries were often kept to the bare minimum in spite 
of the Poor Lav; Inspectors* oft repeated advice that this short 
sighted policy led either to the appointment of poorly qualified or 
young and inexperienced candidates; the former tended to be 
inefficient while the latter looked for more remunerative posts as. 
soon as they had proved themselves. In the latter instance, the 
union suffered from a rapid turnover of staff which caused constant 
disturbance and the necessity of training replacements,
Edward Rolfe, the Master of Dorking workhouse, expressed many
officers* fears when he objected to local boards of guardians being
entrusted with the implementation of the superannuation scheme, on
the grounds that *the duties of a Guardian are too often narrowed
2
down ,•«,, to keeping the expenditure low.*
If the guardians proved to be less than enthusiastic about 
their duties the legislative and central authority had little cause 
for complaint as the Commissioners of 1832 had remarked that ’diligence 
and zeal are not to be expected from those forced to serve a disagreeable
1 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12l44-/2883a/23 February 18V1. 
Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MU12 12336/9334/4- March 1830. 
Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12376/2^05/6 January 1841,
2 Edward Rolfe to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/1934/14 January 1864.
This was a fairly common phenomenon: Rose M. E,, Poor Lav; 
Administration in the West Riding of Yorkshire, 1820-1835> P 162, 
reports similar cases from Thorne and Wortley in 1843.
1
and unpaid office* and yet these were just the qualities that they 
expected the guardians to exhibit. In spite of the obvious draw­
backs, of their position - having to serve unpaid, give up valuable 
free time, and make unpalatable decisions likely to involve the 
members of their own class and neighbours in extra expense,-- most 
guardians took their duties seriously and exhibited a genuine sense 
of caring for the poor in their area, Guildford Guardians, for 
example, reprimanded their relieving officers for causing the poor
unnecessary suffering by changing the time and place of the
2
distribution of relief, while Richmond Guardians reminded their
medical officers that the poor should receive the same treatment
3
as fee-paying patients.
Moreover, in spite of all the criticisms that have been 
levelled at the guardians, enormous advances were made in the 
treatment of the poor between 183^ and 1871.A
1 Instructions from the Central Board of the PLCs to the Assistant 
Commissioners (1832), p 2k.
2 Chapter IV, p 286.
3 Chapter III, p 2^9 •
4 Conclusion, pp *7£|-2
Chapter X
ASSISTANT COMMISSIONERS AND INSPECTORS
.between 103^ and 10 / 1
(a) Officers assigned to Chertsey/Dorking/Epsom/Godstone/Guildford/Kingston/ 
Reigate
1834-5 Ash A ’Court
1833-9 Charles Mott
1839-40 Dr, Kay-Shuttleworth 
'iShQ-kZ E. C. Tufnell
1842-5 H. W. Parker
1845-7 Richard Hall 
1847-62 Granville Pigott
1862-3 Uvedale Corbett
1863-6 Basil Cane
1866-8 Edward Smith 
1868-70 J. J. Henley
1870-1 Henry Longley
(b) Farnham
As above until 1845 
1845-58 Granville Pigott
1838-71 H. V/. T. Hawley •
(c) Richmond (Metropolitan Inspectors)
As in (a) until 1847
182*7-54 Richard Hall
1834-7 Basil Cane
1857-86 Dr, Markham
1867-8 Uvedale Corbett
1868-71 Lord Courtnay/Uvedale Corbett
Guildford/Eambledon
1834-41 W. H, T. Hawley
(a) THE-QUALITIES, POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE POOR LAW INSPECTORATE
According to Dr* Redlitch, the Poor Law Inspectors were *the
eyes and ears of the central government,* while Dr* Kay-Shuttleworth
suggested that their *labours spread among the humbler classes a
general sense of the vigilant care of the Government for their well
being, and thus among other concurrent causes, have promoted that
political repose which has characterised the English poor while the
whole of Europe has been threatened with a Socialist rebellion, has
suffered the confusion of Democratic revolutions, and the revulsion
2of military despotism.1
Certainly, the foundation and spread of inspectoral systems was
one of the most significant aspects of the nineteenth century reform
movement* Inspectorates were provided for factories (1833)» unions
(183*0» prisons (1835)j schools (1839)» railways (1839)» lunatic
asylums (l8*f-2) and mines (l8*f2) in the first half of the nineteenth 
3century. The first of these, the Factory Inspectorate, consisted
of four inspectors and eight superintendents, who were authorised
to enter and examine factories and to institute prosecutions where
*fthe law was being infringed.
The Assistant Poor Lav/ Commissioners were much more powerful
having authority to inquire into all matters relating to the poor 
5
and their relief. It has been claimed that they v/ere even more
1 Quoted in Hutchins B. L., Public Health Agitation l833-**-8 
(London 1909)» P 1*t2*
2 Kay-Shuttlev/orth, Dr. K., Public Education (London 1853), pp 87-8.
3 A complete list is given in Roberts F. D., Victorian Origins of 
the British Welfare State (London i960), pp 93-**-*
Djang T. K., Factory Inspection in Great Britain (London 19*f2), 
pp 33-5; Ball N., His Majesty*s Inspectorate (Edinburgh 1963)? P 6.
3 Smith F., The Life and Work of Sir James Kay-Shuttleworth 
(London 1923)V p 35* '
rigorous in their enforcement of the Poor Law than the Commissioners 
1themselves. At the outset, the central authority decided they
needed a staff of 21 Assistant Commissioners to set up the projected
unions and deputed Edwin Chadwick to superintend their selection,
which probably explains why the process was remarkably free from
2political jobbery. However, once the union system was complete,
Sir Robert Peel called on the grounds of economy for a reduction in
3
the number of Assistant Commissioners and to the astonishment of
h .Chadwick, Cornewall Lewis, one of the Commissioners, supported the
Prime Minister. Chadwick vainly pointed out that no man could
5satisfactorily control more than 50 unions. The Secretary to the
Poor Lav/ Commissioners1 forebodings were soon borne out: first
Charles Mott, then Charles Davis and finally Henry Parker succumbed
6to the burden of work placed upon their shoulders. Admittedly, in 
each instance, the Assistant Commissioner served as a scapegoat to 
shield the Commissioners from the results of their own mistakes.
7Charles Mott was required to resign following the Keighley affair,
8Charles Davis was blamed for the Rebecca Riots and Henry Parker
9
was dismissed for his part in the Andover debacle. These dismissals 
created great ill feeling among the other Assistant Commissioners and
helped to generate an atmosphere in v/hich some like E. C. Tufnell
10were on the very worst terms with their superiors.
1 Finer S. E., The Life and Times of Sir Edwin Chadwick (London 1952), 
P 139.
2 Ibid, p 118; Roberts F. D., op. cit., p l6*f.
5 Ibid, p 18^.
Sir George Cornewall-Lewis (1806-63): 1833-9 Assistant Poor Law 
Commissioner; Poor Law Commissioner (1839-^7)•
5 Chadwick to Russell, 7 February 18VI, MH1.
6 Roberts E. D., op. cit., p 121; Finer S. E., op. cit., pp 253-9.
7 Finer S. E., op. cit., pp 250-2; Roberts F. D., op. cit., p 222.
8 Finer S. E., op. cit., pp 253- ;^ Roberts F. D., op. cit., pp 121-2.
9 Finer S. E., op. cit., pp 257-6^; Roberts F. D., op. cit, pp 121-2.
10 Smith F., op. cit., p 70.
It would be helpful to know what qualities Chadwick and the 
Commissioners were looking for in their assistants, but unfortunately, 
neither he nor they drev; up a list of criteria to help them choose
-I
21 individuals out of a thousand applicants. Much later,. Dr.
P. F. Aschrott, the German jurist and political economist, was told
that Poor Law Inspectors *must above all, be gentlemen, who on
account of their previous experience and their position in life,
enjoy consideration and are accustomed to exercise authority. Stress
is laid on a certain talent for organisation, and they must already
2have shown some interest m  the welfare of the poor.*
Most of the Assistant Commissioners and Poor Law Inspectors who
were responsible for the Surrey area were gentlemen, who had studied
at one of the leading public schools either Eton, Harrow, Rugby or
Winchester, an Oxford or Cambridge college and one of the Inns of
Court before qualifying as a barrister. Three of the Surrey Inspectors
Kay-Shuttleworth, Smith and Markham - were doctors of medicine; three
more - Hawley, Henley and Pigott - had had military careers before
entering the Poor Law service while Charles Mott had been a contractor
for poor-houses prior to his appointment as an Assistant Commissioner.
The Surrey Inspectors, who were typical government servants,
represented *the more successful of England*s growing middle class
3and governing class,* although these classes were by no means 
homogeneous.^
1 Roberts F. D., op. cit., p l6 f^.
2 Aschrotts P. F., op. cit., pp 17*J~-3*
3 Roberts F. D., op. cit., p 132.
h Ibid, p 15^; see Table LXXXI.
The Assistant Commissioners who served in Surrey between 1834
and 1847 were well equipped to understand the local boards of
guardians* problems. Charles Mott (1834-7), for example, had been
a contractor for Camberwell Union before entering the Poor Law
service. He believed that surplus labour would be absorbed if
*the natural process was not interfered with by the administration 
2of the poor lav/s.* However, he also argued that *The object of
3
our first care are the very young and their general protection.*
He was, according to David Roberts, in every way an orthodox supporter
4of Senior and Chadwick.
Dr. Kay-Shuttleworth (1838-9) and E. C. Tufnell (1840-2),
*strenuous Christians* and great friends, had a passionate interest
in educating the poor. During the time they served as district
inspectors for Surrey, they were conducting their experiments at
5
Norwood and setting up Battersea College - indeed Tufnell put so
much of his own money into the latter scheme ~that he was virtually 
£
bankrupt. While Tufnell believed in implanting the seeds of
industry and good conduct in pauper children, he advocated the
strictest control of relief for the adult poor on the premise that
*the circumstances of the individual are more dependent upon their
7own dispositions than any other cause.* However, even he came to 
recognise that the individual*s skills and character reflected the 
surrounding social and moral conditions.^ On the other hand,
W. H. T. Hawley, who was the inspector reponsible for Guildford and 
Hambledon Unions between 1834 and 1841 and for Farnham Union from 1838 
to 1871, remained a bigoted critic of the poor describing them as
9•parasites, knaves and drivellers* who were corrupted by easy relief.
1 C. Mott to Nicholls G.: PRO MU32/5&/3 November 1834; the dates in 
brackets refer to the Assistant Commissioners* service in Surrey.
2 Quoted in Roberts F. D., op. cit., p 171*
3 Ibid, p 181.
4 Ibid.
3 Smith F., A History of English Elementary Education From 1760-1902 
(London 1931)V PP 180-2, 184, 186.
6 Roberts F. D., op. cit., p 171*
7 The. tta. P^ w Lows) Pt f> x ix gif2^ )^ jo llflf.
8 Ibid, pp 171-81; 193-223*
9 W. H. T. Hawley to E. Chadwick: MH33/33/17 August 1836 and MH33/39/
23 September 1837*
After brief periods under Henry Parker (18^2-3) and Richard
Hall (18*1-3-7)» most of Surrey was supervised by Colonel Granville
Pigott between 18*1-3 and 1862. As an important member of the gentry
2with considerable estates, Pigott brought invaluable personal 
experience as well as considerable liberality of thought to the 
inspectorate. During the sixteen years he was responsible for the 
Surrey area, he maintained a remarkably close watch over his 
district v/hich contained y8 unions; he rarely inspected the Surrey 
v/orkhouses less than tv/ice a year and with the possible exception of 
Dr. jSdward Smith produced the longest and most illuminating 
manuscript reports. Although lacking Smithes medical expertise, he 
demonstrated an all round interest in the various aspects of Poor 
Lai'/ administration and conducted his inspections with considerable 
rigour and insight.
By the time Colonel Pigott was compelled to retire through ill 
health, a new generation of Poor Lav/ Inspectors was gradually 
replacing the men who had been originally appointed Assistant 
Commissioners. Although Uvedale Corbett (1862-3)» Richard Basil Cane 
(1863-6), J. J. Henley (1868-70) and Henry Longley (1870-1) had 
largely the same social, educational•and occupational backgrounds 
as their predecessors, they were equipped v/ith more knowledge, 
particularly about sanitary and medical matters, and adopted an 
increasingly critical attitude towards the Poor Law services in 
their districts. This, no doubt, was only part of a general trend,
1 There was a certain amount of overlap between inspectors Hall
and Pigott as their districts were re-arranged in 18*1-7 (see Table LXXXl)
2 George Granville Pigott (1796-1865) of Doddershall Park, Colonel 
of the Royal Buckinghamashire Militia, m.p. for St. Mawes in 
1830; Assistant Commissioner and Poor Law,Inspector from 1836
to 1862.
but the change in the inspectors' attitude was accelerated in the 
case of the Surrey Unions by the formative influence of two medically 
qualified inspectors, Dr. Edward Smith, who between 1866 and 1868 
v/as responsible for all the Surrey Unions except Farnham and Richmond 
and Dr. Markham who briefly supervised Richmond Union between 1866 
and 1867* Both these inspectors, but particularly the former, set 
nev/ standards of critical awareness. Without doubt, no inspector 
had ever subjected the Surrey workhouses and especially their 
infirmaries to such an acute, professional analysis. Dr. Smith's 
reports contain dauntingly long lists of defects and proposed reforms 
which, in spite of some opposition from the local boards of guardians, 
were usually implemented. As a result, Surrey possessed some of the 
best equipped workhouses in the country by 1871.
The inspectors' de facto powers were limited. Edwin Chadwick
told Sir James Graham in 1841 that he wished the Assistant Commissioners
2'to carry all measures by persuasion.* Indeed, most Victorian 
administrators preferred to obtain their ends by persuasion rather 
than coercion. Richard Hall stated that 'It is impossible to insist 
too strongly on the necessity of maintaining the most conciliatory
3
deportment, the most perfect temper' towards boards of guardians.
On the v/hole, the inspectors who served Surrey lived up to these
4ideals. Only W. H. T. Hawley, who occasionally bullied his boards
1 Sir James Robert George Graham, bart. (1792-1861); educated 
Westminster and Christ Church, Oxford; M.P. 1818; Home 
Secretary, 1841-6.
2 Quoted in Roberts F. D., op. cit., p 287.
3 The Report of the Select Committee on the Poor Lav/s, PP XXXI 
(1832), p 381.
4 For the Inspector's behaviour see Finer S. E., op. cit., pp 2£o-2^f 
Roberts F. D., op. cit., pp I2J-2L and Webbs S. and B., English 
Poor Law History, Part II, pp 206-7.
of guardians, had occasion to complain that Guildford Guardians dared 
to argue with him.
Secondly, it was the inspectors duty to explain the regulations
to his guardians. Normally, they accepted his advice and that was
the end of the matter. If, however, they remained unconvinced, he
2pressed his arguments more vigorously at later meetings. When
faced by recalcitrant guardians, the inspectors were not above
adopting Machiavellian tactics. On discovering that a group of
guardians intended blocking the creation of the Farnham District
School, Colonel Pigott advised the central authority to waive the
3rule requiring all guardians to sign the agreement. In the end,
if n .
the majority signed and all was well. V/hen in 1854- the Royal
Ordnance claimed the land on which the school was built and it
seemed likely that the three unions who supported the school -
Farnham, Hartley-Wintney and Alton- would refuse to rebuild it on
another site, Colonel Pigott advised the central authority to hold
onto the compensation paid by the War Office and the proceeds of the
sale of property until the three boards agreed to erect a new 
5school.
Patience was certainly an essential element in every successful 
inspector's make-up. Robert Weale told the Royal Sanitary Commission 
in 1869: 'If I wanted an alteration in a workhouse, perhaps, I had 
to wait for a year or two to get it done, but eventually by persuasion
1 W. H. T. Hawley's ms report: PRO MH12 12332/6209c/27 July 1837.
2 Roberts F. D., op. cit., pp 287-291*
3 G. Pigott's ms report: PRO MH27/68/3048/26 January 184-9*
4- G. Pigott's ms report: PRO MH27/68/17803/12 June ' 184-9.
and kindly feeling towards the Guardians and a kindly mode of dealing 
with them, I persuaded them to lay out very large sums of money at
'I
different times,* Not every inspector enjoyed Weale's success,
William Day grumbled to the Poor Law Commissioners in 1836: *1 am
daily becoming convinced that neither we nor you have the power to
2carry the guardians beyond their convictions,* Ten years later,
the Commissioners admitted *We constantly remonstrate with the
Boards of Guardians (to abandon their old workhouses) but have
3
little success Sensible inspectors like Colonel Pigott made
sure that there were no unnecessary confrontations between the local 
and central authorities. When Chertsey Guardians refused to 
replace their paid nurse in 1838, Pigott advised the Poor Lav/ Board 
not to make an issue of it as the guardians were strongly opposed to 
such an appointment and would dig m  their heels.
However, as the years went by the inspectors and the central
authority made increasing use of their powers. For example, in an
effort to curb the distribution of illegal outdoor relief in Surrey,
the central authority was often driven to disallowing the relief
5that had already been issued. Occasionally, the central authority
intervened when boards of guardians illegally suspended officers; on
rare occasions, it was even necessary for them to issue an order
7compelling a board to lift such a suspension.
1 Evidence of P. Weale, Q 10,816* Royal Sanitary Commission (1869) -
2nd Report, PP XXV (1871), Vol. Ill, Part I.
2 W. Day to the PLCs:, MH32/21/16 October 1836.
3 Report of the Poor Law Commissioners, PP XXXVI (l8*f6 ), p 361.
k G. Pigott*s note on the back of PRO MH12 121^9/5^726/7 September
1838.
3 See Chapter IV, pp 297-323, example W. H. T. Hawley to
G. Nicholls, MH33/39AW9 July 1839*
6 For example the Reverend Utterton of Dorking: ICRO BG^/11A, 
pp 227-8 - 30 March l8*f8.
7 For example Dr. Budgett of Reigate was illegally suspended: KRO
BG9/11/5, P 263 - 26 January 1§33; the PLB lifted the suspension:
the PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12378/1^118/3 May 1833'.
The inspectors were required to report on the state of the
workhouses in their district, to attend board of guardians' meetings,
to make special enquiries into cases of alleged hardship sustained
by paupers and into cases of alleged malversation and misconduct by
union officers and to collect and diffuse information relating to
the administration of relief, the state of pauperism, and the
1condition of the industrious classes.
During the period from 18A to 18A-0, the Poor Law Commissioners
leant heavily upon the advice of their Assistant Commissioners who
wrote copious notes' on the back of union correspondence. Normally
the Commissioners only made minor modifications to their inspectors*
draft replies before sending them to their clerks to be written up.
However, with Cornewall Lewis' appointment to the Poor Law Commission
and the virtual exclusion of Edwin Chadwick from the day-to-day
working of the Commission, the Assistant Commissioners' advice was
2ignored. This caused serious dissatisfaction and many like
E. ;C. Tufnell gave up trying to influence the Commissioners on 
3points of policy. Assistant Commissioner Clements told Chadwick 
in 18^7 that *with the exception perhaps of Colonel Wade, who was 
under peculiar obligations to Mr. G. Lewis, there was not one 
contented man amongst them (the Assistant Commissioners).'^
One of the major causes of discontent was the Commissioners* 
failure to implement the New Poor Law, especially as far,.as the 
prohibition of Outdoor Relief was concerned. In some areas, like
1 7 PLCs (l8Vl) - Instructions to the Assistant Poor Lav; 
Commissioners, pp 58-63.
2 Finer S. E., op. cit., p 19^; Roberts F. D., op. cit., pp 236-8.
3 E. C. Tufnell's Resignation Letter, I8V7, quoted in Finer S. E., 
op. cit., p 250.
k E. Chadwick to E. C. Tufnell, 2 July 18^7} quoted in Finer S. E., 
op. cit., p 251.
Wales and Shropshire, it was argued that Sir George Cornewall Levels
and Sir Edmund Head pushed the workhouse test forward too rapidly
1while unnecessarily relaxing orders elsewhere. Their attitude
2towards the Surrey Unions seems to reflect both these tendencies.
Indeed, the unevenness and arbitrariness of their policy was
perhaps the most serious fault of their administration. E. C. Tufnell
believed that his unbending adherence to the principles of the New
Poor Law made him unacceptable to the Commissioners who, he believed,
were determined to dismiss him *the instant they could find a 
3pretext.*
Between 18^7 and 1371 the Poor Law Board paid much gbeater 
attention to the opinions and advice of its inspectors who were 
expected to deal \\rith all matters concerning the appointment of 
union officers and applications by boards of guardians v/ithin their 
district for permission to make structural alterations to workhouse 
buildings, to raise loans, to sanction payments out of the rates to 
finance emigration, and to grant outdoor relief contrary to the
if.
provisfoi^ s of the Outdoor Relief Prohibitory or Regulation Order. •
Much of the Assistant Commissioners* and Inspectors* time was 
spent on conducting enquiries into the behaviour of paid officials. 
Here, once again, the inspector*s local knowledge was in theory 
invaluable: as he was expected to investigate union officer*s back­
grounds before sanctioning their appointment and to monitor their
1 Finer S. E., op. cit., p 172; Roberts F. L., op. cit., pp 2^0-1.
2 See Chapter IV, pp 297-323.
3 E. C. Tufnell*s Resignation Letter, quoted in Finer S. E., op.
cit., p 233*
k Aschrott P. F., op. cit., p 173.
subsequent careers. However, in many instances, inspectors were
moved rapidly from one district to another or exchanged unions so
that examining inspectors frequently lacked these advantages. It
was often difficult to arrive at the truth in such cases.
Occasionally, inspectors like Richard Hall found that important
witnesses had been carefully schooled and that their evidence was 
2
biased. At other times, witnesses appeared to have been pressurized
into making false accusations against officers, and withdrew their
3
allegations on appearing before the Inspector. Indeed, it was 
fortunate that so many of the Inspectors had had legal training and
4-served as barristers before entering the Poor Law service. Even
then, observers were not always happy with the way enquiries were .
held. J. Parry, a barrister representing Charles Young, the Master
of Beigate workhouse, complained to the Poor Lav/ Commissioners in
184-5 about the way in which H. W. Parker conducted an enquiry into
charges of insubordination made against his client. He took
particular exception to the fact that the Inspector had refused to
adjourn the proceedings so that his client could prepare his 
5defence. However, the central authority refused to interfere in
,, (othe case.
A similar complaint had been lodged against H. V/. Parker in , 
184-3 by Mr. Austen, an influential Guildford ex-officio guardian.
He believed that the Assistant Commissioner had shown prejudice 
in his treatment of Mr. Lovell, a relieving officer, charged with 
inefficiency. He accused Parker of acting as a prosecuting counsel 
instead of the impartial chairman of the hearing.
1 Ibid, p 173-
2 Richard Hallrs ms report: PRO MH12 1214-5/13622a/21 November 184*3*
3 E. C. Tufnellfs ms report on the Charge that Henry Laneham had
had communal intercourse with an inmate, Mary Stedman: see 
PRO MH12 12219/11737V28 December 184-1.
4- See Table LXXV.
5 J. Parry to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12576A306a/l4- April 184-3.
6 The PLCs to J. Parry: PRO MH12 12576/4-306a/l6 April 184-5.
7 Mr. Austen to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12333/8906A/28 July 184-3.
Perhaps the greatest weakness of this system, as Inspector 
Preston-Thomas pointed out, was the fact that fif the inculpated 
officer was found guilty there was no middle course between 
dismissing him, probably to his utter ruin, and letting him off
'i
with a mere caution or censure about which he perhaps cared nothing.* 
He suggested that a third form of punishment, such as loss of 
seniority, should be introduced, and this might well have proved a 
useful via media. Mr* George Fisk, for instance, was appointed Master 
of Reigate workhouse school until it was discovered that he had 
attempted to .defraud the railway company by using a spent ticket."^
As a result, the central authority refused to sanction his appoint-
Zf
ment or allow him to take up another post m  the Poor Law service,
an unduly severe punishment for a man with a previously unblemished
record. Worse still, the central authority often refused to let
dismissed officers know whether they were debarred for life from the
Poor Law service. When Mr* Young, the Master of Reigate workhouse,
who had been dismissed after an unsatisfactory enquiry conducted by
H. W. Parker, asked the Commissioners whether they would bar him from
5being appointed to similar posts m  other unions, they refused to
6comment on *a hypothetical question. 1
Poor Law Inspectors needed to be circumspect in writing their 
reports. Edwin Chadwick claimed that Assistant Commissioners 
placed their careers in jeopardy by reporting too candidly the
7appalling conditions existing m  some workhouses m  their districts.
Poor Charles Mott, while stig.1 acting as Assistant Commissioner for
the Surrey area, caused a tremendous furore by his total condemnation
8of Keighley workhouse; this faux pas finally cost him his post.
1 Preston-Thomas H., op. cit., p 246.
2 Ibid.
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12383/406/3 January 1868.
4 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12383/406B/9 January 1868.
3 Charles Young to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1237o/8621a/9 July 1843.
6 The PLCs to Charles Young: PRO MH12 12376/8621 a/24 July 1843.
7 Finer S. E., op. cit., p 264.
8 Ibid, pp 231-2*
(b) -WORKHOUSE INSPECTION
From many points of view, the most important aspect of the inspector*
duties was his inspection of the 68 or so workhouses in his district.
Detailed evidence of the way in which these inspections were carried
out exists in the correspondence of three Surrey Inspectors: Colonel
Pigott, W. H. T. Hawley and Dr. Edward Smith. W. H. T. Hawley was
personally attacked by the Lancet Commissioners in 1867 for his failure
to recognise and rectify the .-'appalling defects in the condition and
1
administration of .Farnham workhouse. In high dudgeon, Hawley demanded
2'an immediate and searching enquiry* into the accusations. The
central authority was only too pleased to accommodate him and
instructed Inspectors Edward Smith and John Lambert to conduct the
enquiry. Unfortunately, Hawley was not given an opportunity to
answer the charges at the hearing as the Lancet Commissioners felt
that 'it was obvious from the peculiar and confidential relationship
betv/een the Poor Law Board and their inspectors that it should be
the Poor Law Board themselves, who would obtain from Mr. Hawley any
4
explanation they might think necessary.'
Hawley, no doubt with unhappy memories of the Andover scandal 
he had been the district Assistant Commissioner responsible for that 
union - lost no time in drawing up a long apology and account of his
5inspectoral methods. According to this, Hawley never gave the boards
6
of guardians, in his district advanced warning of his visits. As soon 
as he arrived at a workhouse, he sent for the master and:
1 The Lancet Report on Farnham Infirmary, 1867, p 498.
2 W. H. T. Hawley to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/39311/23 October 1867.
3 The PLB to Farnham Union: PRO M512 12277/40393/9 November 1867.
4 The Poor Law Report on Farnham Infirmary; 1867, p 44.
3 W. H. T. Hawley to the PLB: PRO ME12 12277/1820/31 December 1867.
6 Ibid, p 6.
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Accompanied him in the first instance round the Male 
Wards, looking into the state of the dayrooms with 
respect to their cleanliness and ventilation, observing 
the condition of the inmates and questioning them as to 
any complaints they may^have to make as to their diet 
and general treatment• *
From there, he made his way to the women*s wards, the nursery, the
wash-house, the laundry and the kitchen. Next, he proceeded to the
schools where he questioned the schoolteachers before inspecting the
dormitories and the matron * s storeroom. On arriving at the infirmary,
he talked with the nurses and the medical officer, if he happened to
2be available, and made a careful examination of the medical facilities* 
After visiting the vagrant, receiving and probationary wards, he held
•3
a conference with the master and matron and went through their books.
He pointed out that since replacing Colonel Pigott as Inspector . 
for Farnham Union in 1858, he had visited the workhouse on eighteen 
different occasions or twice a year, and had submitted thirteen 
manuscript reports on its condition during that period. There is 
no doubt about the accuracy of this statement: every visit was 
carefully recorded in the visitors* book and twelve of the thirteen 
reports are preserved in the Public Record Office. Nor was Hawley 
totally blind to the lamentable state of the infirmary: in January 
1867, he submitted a highly critical report to the central authority 
calling for the construction of separate infectious and children*s
1 Ibid, p 6.
2 Ibid, p 7*
3 Ibid, p 8.
k Ibid, p 9.
1wards. However, this report and another written shortly before
the Lancet Report was published give little- indication of the true
2
state of the workhouse. Even if the Lancet Commissioners did
exaggerate what they saw and appropriate blame without sufficient
evidence, Smith*s and Lambert*s own report was very nearly as 
3
damning. The central authority required Farnham Guardians to carry
4out large scale reforms. This one case by itself only proves that 
a particular Poor Lav/ Inspector of great experience either failed 
to do his duty or that the standards he expected his boards of 
guardians to maintain in their workhouses were abyssmally low. And 
yet Hav/ley told a Select Committee on Poor Relief in 1864: *0n the 
inspector is devolved the responsibility of seeing that the 
regulations are fully carried out; in which are comprised - order 
and cleanliness in the workhouses, the clothing, employment and 
health of the inmates, the dietaries and qualities of provisions,
5
the state of the schools and religious instruction .....*^
VJithout doubt, the other Surrey workhouses v/ere better 
administered, equipped and serviced than Farnham*s.
Certainly, Hav/ley*s failure was by no means unique. Inspector
Farnall*s inefficient or complacent surveillance of the North Surrey
District School provides another example. For years, Farnall
rebutted outside criticisms of the school*s arrangements, until a
series of ophthalmia epidemics exposed the true state of affairs.
7Then and only then did he admit that changes were necessary.
1 W. H. T. Hawley to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/5431/3 January 1867
2 V. H. T. Hawley to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2277/5663/10 September 1867.
3 E. Smith and J. Lambert to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/8690/Undated.
4 The PLB to Farnham Union: PRO MH12 12277/8690/10 March 1868.
3 V/. H. T. Hawley to Select Committee on Poor Relief, PPIX (1864),
App 2, p 108.
6 . For example Charles Metcalf*s: PRO MH27/32/17800/7 May i860.
7 H. Farnall*s ms report: PRO MH27/5^/218o4//31 May 1863*
Moreover, Farnall gave no indication of the appalling deficiencies
of the Metropolitan workhouse infirmaries when he gave evidence to the
Select Committee in 1862, Indeed, he suggested that there were
■ 1vacancies for another 9*000 paupers. The inaccuracy of his
evidence was exposed 'within four years by the Lancet Commissioners*
and Dr. Edward Smith*s reports on the State of the Metropolitan 
2
Workhouses. Dr. Ernest Hart, one of the leading Lancet Commissioners, 
stated that *the Inspectors knew nothing of their work as inspectors 
of infirmaries .•••• (and that they were) absolutely ignorant of the 
principles on which an infirmary ought to be conducted and inspected ... 
if this were not so ••••• nothing could excuse the present state of
3
things.* Thorold Rogers went even further and wrote *In my personal
experience, I have met with officials (Poor Law Inspectors) who
were persistently resolved not to give themselves, if they could
help it, the trouble to rectify evils which were brought before
if
their notice by the Board of Guardians to which I belonged.*
Just after taking over the Surrey area, Dr. Edward Smith sent 
Gathorne Hardy an account of how he inspected the workhouses in his
5
district. He, like Hawley, visited his unions at irregular intervals
£
and without warning. He also toured the workhouse in much the same
way but paid much greater attention to the sanitary condition of the 
7buildings. He had all the children brought to one of the schoolrooms
1 Hodgkinson P., op. cit., p hG1*
2 Dr. Edward Smith’s Report on the State of the Metropolitan 
Workhouses, PP LXI (1866), No. 372.
3 Dr. Ernest Hart, the Lancet Report on the Metropolitan Workhouse 
Infirmaries quoted in Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 461.
h Rogers T., The Reminiscences of a Workhouse Medical Officer 
(London 1889), pp ix-x.
3 Dr. E. Smith to Gathorne Hardy: PRO MH3£/67/3 September 1866.
6 Ibid, p 3-
7 Ibid.
so that he could examine each one separately to estimate their 
1 .state of health. He paid particular attention to the condition of
the airing yards making sure that they were properly asphalted and
drained to reduce the.amount of dirt carried into the workhouse 
2
buildings. The cooking equipment was minutely examined and Smith 
worked hard to persuade boards of guardians to replace their wooden
3or tin plates and eating bowls with pottery mugs, plates and basins.
He took special note of any food the paupers refused to eat and
ij.
carefully checked its quality. He always read the medical officer’s,
chaplainfs and punishment books although he paid less attention to the
5accounts as he felt that this was the auditor’s responsibility. Not 
only did he check to see that the correct amount and kind of taskwork 
was set, but made it his business to recommend ’the instruction and 
amusement of the inmates in-doors by means of proper games, 
illustrated periodicals, public readings, (and) musical entertain­
ments .....’^  He concluded that this system of inspection was speedy 
7and effective. Smith even went to the trouble of returning to his
workhouses at night to make since the dormitories’ ventilation was
satisfactory at Guildford, for instance, he declared the ’atmosphere*
to be good in all the dormitories except the old men’s ward where he
8proposed introducing air bricks and perforated zinc sheets.
1 Ibid, p 8.
2 Ibid, p 9-
3 Ibid, p 10.
k Ibid.
3 Ibid, p 12.
6 Ibid.
7 Ibid, p 16.
8 Dr. E. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 123^ -1/367^ -6/24- September 1867.
- Although Smith gave unqualified support to the Poor Law Board’s
system of workhouse inspection in the paper he presented to Gathorne
Hardy, he declared on completing his investigation into the State
of the London Workhouses, *1 cannot but think that the system of
Inspection is at fault and should be reconstructed on the model of
'I
the Lunacy Commission. ’ This suggestion was but a variant of many
put forward from 1834- onwards. Much evidence had been presented to
the Select Committee of 1838 in favour of appointing a medical
2commissioner, but had met with an unfavourable response* The 
Provincial Medical and Surgical Association bombarded successive 
select committees with similar demands and in 184-8, Lord Ashley^ 
moved in the House of Commons ’that it is expedient that Medical 
Inspectors be appointed by the Poor Law Commissioners or by the 
Secretary of State, or with his sanction, to each district to which
4-an Assistant Poor Law Commissioner or Inspector is attached.
Not surprisingly, lay inspectors opposed this plan. In 1834-, 
Inspectors Cane, Weale and Austin declared that medical inspectors 
were unnecessary as they, the lay inspectors, could always obtain 
independent medical advice if they needed it. In 1862, ;Hawley 
opposed a similar suggestion on the grounds that such appointments 
would lead to wrangling between the medical inspectors and the union
1 H of C, 372, 1866, p 68.
2 Hodgkinson P., op. cit., p 14-3.
3 Anthony Ashley Cooper, 7th Earl of Shaftesbury O 8OI-I883) - became
Chairman of Lunacy Commission (1834—83).
4- Hansard, Vol. 197? 3rd series, p 608, 16 March 184-8.
3 Hodgkinson P., op. cit., pp 4-13-4-.
medical officers whereas, he claimed, harmony existed between the
lay inspectors and these officers. Finally, after years of
campaigning on the part of the medical profession, Dr. Edward Smith
was appointed Poor Law Inspector with special reference to Medical 
2Relief, His appointment as district inspector for Surrey brought 
about a wave of medical reforms in the county and incidentally 
underlined the failure of his predecessors to perceive how much 
needed to be done before the Surrey Poor Law medical services 
attained an acceptable standard.
At the end of December 1867, he was relieved of his inspectoral
duties and required to devote his whole time to advising the Poor
Law Board on its medical services. The Lancet believed that his
appointment would lead to *a speedy issue of official regulations
for the construction of infirmaries and sick wards,- for dietary
and the nursing of patients, for dispensing medicines ..... for
salaries and duties of Medical Officers, and for the manner in
3
which the duties be reported and performed.1 Unfortunately, these 
hopes were not realised in the short-term.
Dr. £mithfs suggestion that the Poor Law system of inspection
should be remodelled on the lines of the Lunacy Commission was an
interesting idea. The Lunacy Commissioners, although restricted in 
Ll
number, visited each county asylum . for the best part of a week, saw 
all the patients, listened to every complaint, examined all registers 
and casebooks, inspected every part and corner of the buildings and
1 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p Vl^ f.
2 Ibid, p Vl7.
3 The Lancet, 1868, Vol. I, p 16.
k Jones K., Lunacy, Lav/ and Conscience (London 1955)5 pp 191-2.
1
commented freely on what they saw. Moreover, as the Webbs pointed
out, the Lunacy Commissioners were not dominated by the principle
2of less eligibility like the Poor Law Inspectors. However, they
■2
were expected to supervise 1 county and private asylums as well 
as the lunatic wards in every workhouse throughout the country.
This meant that workhouse inspections were well spaced: Inspector 
Pigott, for instance, informed the Poor Law Board in 1839 that the
if
Lunacy Commissioners had not visited Guildford workhouse since 1oyt*
Moreover, it is doubtful whether the Commissioners in Lunacy
were really more effective than the Poor Law Inspectors in spite of
their longer visitations and fuller comments. Detailed studies of
their activities have shown that they were as hampered by the
fiercely protective, conservative and parochial county committees of 
5visitors as the Poor Law Inspectors were by like minded boards of
guardians. This identity of outlook was only to be expected as the
former bodies included many magistrates who served.’bn the local
boards of guardians. In 1862, the Committee of Visitors for Colney
Hatch Asylum accused the Lunacy Commissioners of attempting *to.
encroach on the functions of the Committee of Visitors, and to
6assume a tone of dictation.1 Although open challenges to the
7Lunacy Commissioners* powers were rare, the correlation between 
their expert advice and the practice of the institutions they 
inspected was very low as the highly critical reports of the Lancet
1 See Hunter R. and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 103.
2 Webb S. and B., English Poor Law History, Part II, Vol."I, p 3^1.
3 Roberts F. D., op. cit., p 120.
4- G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12396/263^/1^- June 1839*
3 Granville J. M., op. cit., Vols. I and II for influence of
Visiting Committees in Surrey and Middlesex and the Metropolitan 
Lunatic Asylums generally.
6 Hunter R. and Macalpine I., op. cit., p 107.
1Commissioners in 1873, 1876 and 1877 showed. A similar discrepancy-
existed between the expressed views of the Commissioners of Prisons
pand the practice of the Surrey County Gaol at Southwark,
In only two other areas besides lunacy, those of education ana
vaccination, did the Poor Law service provide specialist inspectors.
The relationship between the inspectors of Poor Lav/ schools .and the
general inspectors is perhaps the best guide in any attempt to assess
the possible success or failure of Dr, Smithes .scheme. From the
beginning, the Assistant Commissioners had been deeply involved in
educational experimentation thanks to the influence of Dr. Kay-
Shuttleworth and E. ,'C. Tufnell, In spite of their lack of
expertise and personal experience , the Surrey inspectors were
ardent advocates of improved educational standards. Colonel Pigott,
for example, reported in 18k6: *1 have endeavoured in every Union
which I have been able to visit to explain to the Guardians the
necessity of improving the instruction in their Schools and to urge
the appointments of Masters and Mistresses where those officers do 
■5
not now exist.* Not only did Pigott and E. C. Tufnell play a crucial 
part in the formation of the Farnham and North Surrey District Schools, 
but Pigott introduced the idea of District Nursery and Infant Schools 
in 1855 and. suggested that they be placed *under the charge of 
competent females for the custody and care throughout the day of all 
children under six years of age, in a v/ood floored room, well warmed
1 Granville J.M ., op. cit., Vols. I and II.
2 Order Book No. 2/1/71* Government Inspectors thought that the 
administration was very backward: Webb S. and B. English Local 
Government, Vol. VI, English Prisons Under Local Government 
(London 1963)> P 131* Even though the chaplain had called 
for the introduction of the separate system in 1833» 185ft and 
1835, the different classes of prisoner remained promiscuously 
mixed: Howard D. L., The English Prison (London i960), p 83.
3- Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH32/61/14-2379/21 December 1846.
1and ventilated, where they may.have their meals .....*
Kay-Shuttleworth was not content with the enthusiastic but
sometimes ill informed efforts of the Assistant Commissioners and
insisted that Poor Law schools should be inspected by officers with
'a peculiar experience and knowledge1 which general inspectors did 
2not possess - how much more did this argument apply to the medical 
aspects of Poor Law inspection. In November 184-6, the Home Secretary 
recommended the implementation of Kay-Shuttleworth*s plan and five 
inspectors - E. C. Tufnell, J. F. Ruddock, H. B. Bowyer, T. B. Browne 
and J. C. Symons - were appointed in the course of 184-7 &nd 184-8:
E. C. Tufnell was responsible for Surrey*s workhouse schools and the 
North Surrey District School while Ruddock looked after the Farnham 
District School.
These Education Inspectors had greater powers than the Poor Lav/
4-
Inspectors themselves. Before the new Treasury grants could be
made to Poor Law Unions, the inspectors had to be convinced that
school accommodation and equipment as well as teaching staff were 
5satisfactory. The inspectors were ordered to insist upon the
provision of improved desks and books before recommending the award 
£
of grants. They were also instructed to take every opportunity to
7encourage boards of guardians to form district schools. Unhappily,
the Committee of Councilrs School Inspectors* enthusiasm for the
district school led them to denigrate the qualities and accomplishments
8of the ordinary workhouse school to the Newcastle Commission and thus 
drive a wedge between themselves and the Poor Law Inspectors. The
1 G. Pigott *s Report on Workhouse Schools: PRO MH32/61/3700A/30 March
184-7.
2 CCE Mins 1846, Vol. I, pp 4-7-36.
3 Ball N., op. cit., p 183; CCE Mins, Vol. I, pp 48-7.
4- Ball N., op. cit., p 187.
3 1 PLB (184-9), PP 17-19; CCE Mins (Parochial Union), 184-7-8-9,
pp xxv-xxvii.
6 CCE Mins (Parochial Unions), 184-7-8-9, pp xviii-xxii.
7 CCE Mins (Parochial Unions), 184-7-8-9, pp 7-10; 4-2-4-; 86-101, 161,
232-80 and CCE Mins (Parochial Unions), 184-8-9-30, pp 9-11.
8 See Chapter V, pp 378-380.
response of W. H, T. Hawley, one of the Poor Law Inspectors
responsible for Surrey, was typical: he was an ardent advocate of
the district school as his 'Statement on the Education of Pauper
Children' in 1839 showed, but he also recognised the splendid work
done by the workhouse schools and stoutly maintained that they had
2realised 'the expectations which were formed of them,' The 
Commission's controversial report set the Committee of Council's 
Inspectors and the Poor Law Inspectors at each other's throats and 
it was with relief that the Committee of Council handed over its 
responsibilities concerning Poor Law schools to the Poor Law Board 
in 1863*^
If Committee of Council and Poor Law Inspectors could not agree - 
although in all fairness there is no evidence of any disagreements 
between these inspectors in the Surrey area - it is unlikely that 
general inspectors and specialist medical inspectors would have 
managed any better. Indeed, such was the preponderance of sick, infirm 
and aged paupers in the Surrey Unions that a simpler solution might 
have been to replace all lay with medically qualified inspectors*
The one remaining category of inspector, the vaccination inspector, 
onerated at suchaspecialist level that he rarely came into contact
Awith his lay colleagues*
1 V/, H. T. Hawley, A Statement on the Education of Children of
Paupers: PRO MH33A3/16126/21 April 1839*
2 V/, H, T. Hawley's Report on Workhouse Schools: PRO ML32/k3/
A3937/18 December 1861.
3 See Chapter V, pp 380-1.
k See Chapter III, pp 263-273*
(e) CONCLUSION
In conclusion one could do worse than agree with Harry 
Farnall*s claim that *The Poor Law Inspectors through their district 
duties, prevent the central authority from becoming isolated 
endeavour to prevent the tests of destitution being abandoned, or 
the law being carried out with undue severity* Their continual 
presence at the boards of guardians is a guarantee that the law
A
will be administered with economy, humanity, and expediency,’ 
However, this agreeably modest statement prompts one to ask how 
effective the Poor Law Inspectors were. Between 1836 and 1871, all 
the Surrey Unions were visited once or tv/ice a year. From 18^6 
onwards-, the inspectors* manuscript reports were carefully filed 
and in most cases are still preserved in the Public Record Office.
At the lowest level, there is ample evidence that the Surrey 
Poor Lav; Assistant .'Commissioners and Inspectors left the boards of 
guardians in no doubt as to the nature of the central authority*s 
regulations. They conducted numerous enquiries into the behaviour 
of Poor Law officers and played some part at least in preventing 
corruption and maintaining reasonable standards of efficiency by 
periodically inspecting their books*
The degree to which they v/ere responsible for bringing about 
reform or changing the attitudes and opinions of the boards of 
guardians is difficult to gauge. They failed signally in Surrey as 
in most parts of the country to prevent the distribution of outdoor 
relief to able-bodied paupers. In medical matters, until the days 
of Dr. ISdward Smith, they played the part of interested, liberal but
1 H. B. Farnall in evidence to the Select Committee on Poor 
Relief, PP IX (186*0, App 2, p 108.
unqualified amateurs who brought at first gentle and later heavier 
pressure to bear on the guardians in an effort to persuade them 
to reduce the size of /their medical districts and to improve the 
staffing and facilities of their infirmaries. In this area, they 
seem to have achieved some creditable successes in Surrey as there 
is little evidence that these improvements were initiated by the 
local medical officers or by the guardians themselves. In the 
educational sphere, the inspectors managed to create two district 
schools in Surrey, far less than they had hoped for but far more 
than they achieved in the majority of counties* The standard of the 
Surrey workhouse schools seems at its worst to have been average for 
the country as a whole and at its best among the most advanced in.the 
system.
Whatever doubts one may have of the efficiency of individual 
inspectors like V/. H. T. Hawley or of the whole inspectorate when 
dealing with medical matters, one cannot imagine the Surrey Boards 
of Guardians achieving the large scale all round improvements they 
did on their own. Whatever other humanitarian and educative 
influences may have affected the guardians and the decisions they 
made, the inspectorate’s seems to have been fundamental.
Chapter XI
CONCLUSION
(a) THE WRITING OF SOCIAL HISTORY
As the Checklands have pointed out, ’The historian concerned 
with the Poor Lav; finds in it an epitome of the fundamental 
problems of his craft as he must establish the facts arid at the 
same time apply them to a frame of reference that is true, manageable 
and meaningful. * Students of the Poor Lav; recognise that land 
tenure, the volume and price of foodstuffs, employment, and the level 
of real wages were intimately related to the condition of the 
labourer and the pauper. Moreover, a true perspective of the subject 
can only be obtained by comparison with other similar movements.
This is particularly difficult to accomplish in the case of the New 
Poor Law as its services were many faceted dealing with the young 
and the old, the sick and the healthy, the sane and the lunatic, 
the employed and the unemployed.
Moreover, at the present time, even greater difficulties 
face the apprentice historian for there are at least two main 
schools of thought in social history. The debate on whether history 
is an art or a science, or both, has been long and protracted. The 
attempt to interest historians in seeking closer ties with the social 
sciences was greatly accelerated by the establishment of the Social 
Sciences Research Council. The Council appointed a committee, headed 
by Merle Curti, to prepare a manual on the relationship between 
history and the social sciences. The subsequent report stressed that 
it was the historian’s duty to provide creditable explanations of the
development of contemporary events, thoughts, manners, and institutions
2
as well as reconstructing selected fragments of the past.
1 Checkland S. G. and E. 0. A., The Poor Law Report of 18j&  
(Harmondsworth 197^)» P °
2 Theory and Practice in Historical Study: A Report of the Committee 
on Historiography, The Social Sciences Research Council (New York
w :
After the second world war, Thomas Cochran headed a.new Committee 
on Historiography, This called on historians to make their investigation
more penetrating, analysis more precise, and demonstration more
1 .vigorous** The Committee denied the claim that as historical
events were unique they could not be compared* Consequently, the
formulation of generalisations and scientific laws in history was
entirely feasible* The Cochran Report was heavily criticised by many
historians including R. R* Palmer, who maintained that the historian
imaginatively reconstructs complex situations from the past and only
occasionally lists the universals present* Thus, he was an
2
administrator rather than a scientist.
The third Social Sciences Research Council Committee on 
Historiography headed by Louis Gottschalk was appointed in 1956 and 
published its findings in 1963* This report was considerably more 
cautious in discussing the relationship of history and the social 
sciences* It did not urge the universal adoption of social science 
methodology by historians and admitted that the scarcity or abundance 
oi? sources and the inability of a historian to deal with his material 
with absolute detachment make the formulation of immutable general­
isations inadvisable. However, it agreed that historians do and 
must formulate ‘lower1 and even ‘higher1 generalisations, tentative 
though they may be. Professor David Potter maintained that;a 
historian even if he tries to avoid making theoretical statements, 
is actually engaged in making ‘low* generalisations. Gottschalk 
concluded a summary of the meetings by declaring:
1 The Social Sciences in Historical Study: A Report of the Committee 
on Historiography, Social Sciences Research Council Bulletin 6k 
(New York 195^ )•
2 Krug H. N., History and the Social Sciences (London 196?), p 4-1.
‘In sum, the historians, who have written articles for 
this volume agree that the historian willy-nilly uses 
generalisations at different levels and of different 
kinds. They all agree that some good purpose is served 
when he does so, if only to present a thesis for debate.
They do not all agree that the generalisations he uses 
need be merely borrowed ones. He might in the opinion 
of some of the authors, be, independently able to 
construct modest ones. A few maintain even that, whether 
borrowed or independently derived, historical generalisations 
can in some persuasive manner be tested.*T
Many historians who welcome the application of sociological
techniques to historical studies still have deep reservations.
David Thompson, •. for instance, writes, ‘If co-operation between
history and sociology has been stormier and less fruitful than that
established between history and economics, it is chiefly because
2
each side entered into it with set preconceptions.‘ He believes
that sociologists built into ‘their very foundations, certain rigid
and far from adequate patterns of history which vitiated their
3approach to the past.1
As a whole traditional historians condemn sociologists as ‘wild 
and vague pattern makers.* E. H. 'Carr warns sociologists that they 
face two opposite dangers: 'the danger of becoming ultra-theoretical
kand the danger of becoming ultra-empirical.1 He calls on sociology 
to concern itself with ‘the relation between the unique and the 
general.* Perhaps, the sternest critic of sociology among contemporary 
historians is Professor Elton. Although he agrees that the historian 
has much to learn from the sociologist, he lacks confidence in its 
methodological and theoretical bases: ‘While the historian can profit
1 G ottschalk L . (e d ) , G eneralisation  in  the W ritin g  o f H is to ry  
(Chicago 1963), P 20ST
2 Thompson D., The Aims o f H is to ry  (London 19&9)> P 77-
3 Ib id .
4- C arr E. H .,  What is  H is to ry  (Harmondsworth 196^)» P 65*
5 Ib id .  /
from the social scientist’s precision, range of. questions, and 
willingness to generalise, he can repay the debt by giving 
instruction in the rigorous analysis of evidence, sceptical think- 
ing, and the avoidance of ill-based generalisations.1
The root of the traditional historians' scepticism concerning
the validity of sociological theory and technique lies in the
latter's propensity for constructing models. As Professor Elton .
warns, 'Sociologists establish "models" which they test by supposedly
empirical evidence. To an historian this seems a very dangerous
procedure: for too often the model seems to dictate the selection
2of facts used to confirm xt.* Professor Smelser, an advocate of a
closer relationship between sociology and history, argues that
historians need models if they are to extend their understanding of
3the past and to make valuable cultural comparisons. He believes 
firstly that only in this way can social historians explain the 
content and timing of social phenomena. Secondly, he claims that 
models impose a discipline on historical explanation which is 
otherwise absent. The inductive historian, he alleges, is prone 
to introduce new factors and explanations on an ad hoc basis when 
his main interpretative theme appears to be losing force. A model 
allows its designer little opportunity to indulge in 'lax eclecticism* 
without instant exposure. Thirdly, a general model facilitates 
systematic comparisons wxth other simxlar cases.
1 Elton G. P., The Practice of History (Cambridge 1969), p 55.
2 Ibid; this attitude is to a certain extent an extension of those 
expressed by Butterfield H., Whig Interpretation of History 
(London 1931); Perkin asserts that 'social history is not a 
branch of sociology. It does not seek practical kioitfledge, 
descriptive laws, governing principles, predictive generalisations • 
Like all history, it is concerned with "concrete events fixed in 
time and space".' (Perkin H. J., 'Social History* in Finberg H. P. R 
Approaches to History: A Symposium (London 1962), pp 111-126.
3 Smelser N. J., 'Sociological History: The Industrial Revolution 
and the British Working Class Family* in Flinn M. V/. and Smout T. C. 
(eds) Essays in Social History (Oxford 197^ 0 j pp 23-38;
Smelser H. J., Essays in Sociological Explanation (New York 1968), 
pp 76-91*
^ Ibid, pp 36-8
On the other hand, Professor Elton believes that ’The
historian must certainly make one initial choice, of the main area
of study or line of approach. But after that (if he is worth
considering at all) he becomes the servant of his evidence of which
he will, or should, ask no specific questions until he has absorbed 
1what it says.1 The historian is concerned with events, change
2and with the particular. However, he must establish the genuineness
3of his evidence and assess its proper significance. Moreover, this
bevidence is rendered meaningful by learning and scholarship.
Finally, Professor Elton agrees that ‘pattern-making cannot be 
avoided: interpretation forms the historian*s proper and necessary
5
task,1 although he still maintains that ‘Historical materials, are 
nearly alv/ays unsuitable for (sociological studies) ..... the 
comparative method conceals within itself a self-destructive error; 
and sociological results in history are as a rule remarkably jejune.*1
1 Elton G. P., op. cit., p 83*
2 Ibid, p 21; Ernest Nagel complains that historians ‘aim to 
assert warranted singular statements about the occurrence and 
interrelations of specific actions and other particular circum­
stances . .... although this task can only be achieved by 
assuming and using general laws, historians do not regard it as 
part of their aim to establish such laws‘. [Nagel E., The
Structure of Science (New York 1961), p 350.
3 Ibid, p 97.
b Ibid, p 112.
5 Ibid, p 126.
6 Ibid, p ^-3*
When faced by two such contradictory approaches, the apprentice 
historian, even the middle-aged one, is driven to apply common sense 
criteria to the problem. Initially, there were no all embracing
general models except the Marxist one which could be applied to the
. 1Surrey situation although there were middle order models like Dicey*s
2
and MacDonagh*s dealing with purely adrainstrative developments.
Consequently, the author endeavoured by ♦immersing himself in the
facts* to ascertain the significance and continuity of events and
to perceive and understand the developments which occurred. However,
it has been well argued that when a historian selects a range of
facts which he considers to be more relevant to his purposes than
3
other facts, he has started to shape his findings. Inevitably, even 
at the earliest stage, the student poses questions although these may 
and probably should change, sometimes dramatically, during the course 
of the research. Moreover, the way in v/hich the investigator 
phrases his questions reveals certain preoccupations and notions about- 
human behaviour, however implicit these may be. A comparison of 
the student*s preliminary findings with the expert*s interpretative 
models leads to the modification of these models in the light of 
local knowledge; as, for instance, in the application of Brundage*s 
model concerning the role of the aristocracy and gentry in the Poor 
Law administration after 1834- to the Surrey situation.^
Without doubt both historians and sociologists employ models in 
their interpretations of history, but differ in the degree to which 
they make these formal and explicit*
1 Dicey A. V., Lectures Upon the gelation Between Law and Public 
Opinion in England During the Nineteenth Century (London 1905)-
2 MacDonagh 0., *The Nineteenth Century Revolution in Government:
A Reappraisal*, The Historical Journal, I, 1 (1958), pp 52-67.
3 Smelser N. J., op. cit., pp 3^6.
^ See Chapter X, pp C S S — & & 3
Of necessity the present study is largely one of *history 
1from above.1 It is mainly based upon official reports, official
correspondence and minutes which were written by people who were
deeply concerned with but far removed from the poor in personal
experience, beliefs and condition - consequently these sources
are permeated with their author*s preconceptions. Unfortunately
paucity of direct evidence emanating from the poor themselves makes
the writing of a Poor Lav/ history of Surrey *from below* particularly
difficult. The central authority*s files and the union minutes
contain a few letters from paupers but these were usually written
either by ^ professional* troublemakers, cranks or the mentally
disturbed. George Bourne provided a brilliant impressionistic picture
of change in the Surrey village and its inhabitants in the second
2half of the nineteenth century, but this is not enough on its own 
to build up a picture of working, class consciousness.
1 The antithesis of Georges LefebVe*s *history from below*.
2 George Browne, Change in the Village (London 1912): for a 
complete list, refer to the bibliography.
llilllt
Fig. 15 The Attack on Stockport Workhouse, 18^2
(&) SURREY*S PCX)R LAV/ ADMINISTRATION
Certain questions about the Surrey Poor Lav/ administration 
need to be asked and answered in so far as such questions can be 
answered. For example, how far did the Surrey Unions* administrative 
policies agree with the central authority*s?
The most studied local response to the New Poor Law is perhaps
that of the industrialised unions of Lancashire and the West
Riding which resisted the Assistant Commissioners with great
determination, refused to enforce the workhouse test, rarely exacted
1taskwork and relieved the poor as they thought fit. Although the 
Surrey Guardians did not reject the New Poor Law in such dramatic 
style, their administration was in many ways similar to that of the 
Yorkshire and Lancashire Unions. They too imposed the workhouse test 
irregularly and inconsistently, only exacted taskwork intermittently 
and continued to pay allowances in aid of wages in spite of the 
central authority*s prohibition. One gains the impression that the 
Surrey Guardians v/ere, within the limits laid down by their own self 
interest, basically liberal and paternal in their attitude towards 
and treatment of the poor.
1 See Boyson R., *Poor Law Administration in North-East Lancashire, 
1750-1871* (M.A. Manchester i960).
Rose M. E., *The Administration of Poor Relief in the West 
Riding of Yorkshire c. 1820-1855 (D.Phil. Oxford 19&5)*
The reception of the Nev/ Poor Law seems to have been easier in 
the North-east: see McCord N., fThe Implementation of the 183^ 
Poor Law Amendment Act on Tyneside*, International :Review of 
Social History, XIV (19&9)*
(c) WHAT FORCES SHAPED SURREY'S POOR LAW ADMINISTRATION?
0. MacDonagh has provided an interpretative key to the 
legislative-cum-administrative process in Britain between 1825 -and
1875, which has received widespread support from other historians
2 . ~ 3 A 5
including D. Roberts, G* Kitson-Clark, R. Gutchen and W* Burn.
The MacDonagh hypothesis maintains that *a genuine historical process
was at work, moulding men and ideas just as it was moulded by them.1
Henry Parris opened t h e ;attack on this thesis by p o i n t i n g  out that
MacDonagh had accepted rather too uncritically Dicey*s individualistic
6definition of Benthamism which had already been destroyed by
7J. B. Brebner in 19^0. Benthamism, in Edwin Chadwick*s terms, was
8much more important than MacDonagh was prepared to admit. Bentham 
had suggested the establishment of local organisations controlled by 
a central policy making board through an inspectorate. This, it is 
argued, rather than an *instinctive reaction* to legislate and a 
dynamic administrative tradition, imposed a pattern on reform.
1 MacDonagh 0., *The Nineteenth Century Revolution in Government:
A Reappraisal*, Historical Journal, I (1958), PP 52-67.
2 Roberts D., * Jeremy Bentham and the Victorian Adminstrative State*, 
Victorian Studies, 2 (1959)? PP 193-210.
3 Kitson-Clark G., The Making of Victorian England (London 1962), p 19*
k Gutchen R. M., *Local Improvements and Centralisation in Nineteenth
Century England*, Historical Journal, b (1961), pp 85-96.
5 Burn W. L., The Age of Equipoise (London 196 )^, p 22^ f.
6 Parris H., *The Nineteenth Century Revolution in Government: A 
Reappraisal Reappraised*, Historical Journal, 3 (1960), pp 17-37*
7 Brebner J. B., *Laissez-faire and State-intervention in 
Nineteenth Century Britain*, The Journal of Economic History, 
supplement viii (19^8), pp 59-73*
8 Parris H., op. cit., p 27*
9 Ibid, p 28; Finer S. E., *The Transmission of Benthamite Ideas,
1820-1850 in Sutherland E. (ed), Studies in the Growth of 
Nineteenth Century Government (London 1972); Hart J., *Nineteenth 
Century Social Reform: a Tory Interpretation of History*, Past 
and Present, 31 (1965)» PP 39-61.
Certainly in the Surrey area, the preventive ideal seems to
have been more influential than humanitarianism. MacDonagh!s
intolerability* theory is difficult to accept. Conditions had been
intolerable for many years before the Government took steps to
remedy the situation. Moreover, there was no consensus of what
constituted intolerable conditions. There is little evidence that
1public opinion had become *generally humanitarian*. The treatment 
of the poor does not suggest a great advance in the sentiment and 
practice of humanity. On the contrary, the authorities seem to 
have been more interested in reducing public expenditure than in 
the sufferings of the sick, the old and the workless.
The local authorities in Surrey had never adopted laissez-faire • 
attitudes towards the treatment of the poor. On the contrary, they 
made considerable public provision for pauper welfare before 1830.
The New Poor Law does not seem to have achieved a giant step forward 
or to have severed the links with the previous *archaic* administrative 
system. Continuity rather than violent change is the hallmark of the 
New Poor Law administration in Surrey - continuity, of personnel, 
policy and administrative method. The parish remained a powerful 
influence within the nev; union structure for many years to come.
For most of the so-called period of ’individualism*, the 
influence of the central authority seems to have been largely 
negative. Only in the second half of the sixth decade did the 
inspectorate achieve important and large scale successes in the 
Surrey area.
1 MacDonagh 0., A Pattern of Government Growth, pp 17* 58.
The authors of the 183 -^ act laid dov/n certain guiding principles -
less eligibility, the workhouse test and uniformity of treatment -
but these were not accepted by most Surrey Guardians then or later.
Moreover, the 183^ Act provided no more than an outline sketch of
the policies to be adopted in many areas such as education,
vocational training, the medical services and the treatment of the
aged, the widowed and the vagrant. Further, during the critical
years when the local unions w e r e working out their individual
administrative patterns, the central authority*s leadership was
weakened by the struggle between the Commissioners and their
1secretary, Edwin Chadwick. During the * forties, Assistant Commissioners 
like E. C. Tufnell believed that the central authority was failing to 
implement the fundamental rules of the New Poor Law. The patterns of 
behaviour and modes of work which were established in the localities 
during this period were never fully superceded.
The Surrey employers* interests and needs played a crucial part
in shaping the unions* administrative style. In Yorkshire and
Lancashire, *the dangerous amalgam* of working and middle classes
2forced the Commissioners to tread carefully. No such alliance was
formed in rural Surrey. William Howitt remarked in 1838 that
*A vast number of the aristocracy reside in the county 
from its proximity to town; and besides these, there are 
only farmers and their labourers; the servants of the 
aristocratic establishments - a numerous and very peculiar 
class and the few tradesmen who supply the great houses.
The many gradations of rank and property which are to be 
found in more trading, manufacturing and mixed districts 
do not here exist.*5
1 Finer S. E., op. cit., pp 116-139*
2 Rose M. E., The Relief of Poverty, 183^191^ (London 1972), p 11.
3 Howitt W., Rural Life (London l8*f0), Vol. II, p 3&1.
However, it was the squirearchy not the aristocracy who owned
most of Surrey during the first three~quaatters of the nineteenth
century. The great landowners, whose estates exceeded 10,000 acres,
1
only held ten per cent of Surrey - indeed, m  only two other
counties, Essex (9 per cent) and Middlesex (4 per cent), did they
2control less land. The greater gentry, with estates of between
3,000 and 10,000 acres, owned little of the shire - in only eight
3
other counties did they possess less land. On the other hand,
the squirearchy, that is landowners with estates of 1,000 to 3,000
4
acres, occupied more of Surrey than any other county in England.
The landed classes and their tenants dominated Surrey from 1834 
to 1871. To start with both the aristocracy and the gentry were 
well represented on the Surrey Boards of Guardians, but as time
5
went by their attendance and consequently their influence declined. 
However, their gradual withdrawal led to no perceptible change in 
policy. If the ex-officics had held undisputed sway there is every 
reason to believe that the Surrey Poor Law services would have 
advanced more rapidly than they did as they were more prepared than 
the elected representatives to vote money for improvements to 
facilities and for increases in union officers* pay. However, this 
in itself would not have changed the unions* administrative pattern 
although their services would have improved more rapidly.
1 Thompson F. M. L., English Landed Society in the Nineteenth 
Century (London 1963) ," P 31*
2 Ibid, p 32*
3 Ibid, p 114 - Surrey ranked 31st out of 39 counties.
4 Ibid, p 113 - Surrey ranked first out of 38 counties.
3 See Chapter IX, pp
At the beginning of the nineteenth century the leading members
of the landlord class, as depicted by William Cobbett, were paternal
in outlook. Thomas, the second Earl of Onslow had 1 the character
2
of being 'a very good landlord* while Henry Drummond was 1 famed for
3his justice and kindness towards the labouring classes.1 It may be 
that this paternalism did something to prevent a reoccurrence of the 
1830 troubles. The aristocracy and gentry made some effort to
kpromote self-help schemes: in 18¥+, the landlords around Guildford
5
formed a ’Labourers Friendly Society* while the Earl of Onslow set
up *The Land and Glebe Owners Association for the Voluntary Extension
6of the Allotments System.* However, this interpretation of the 
landed families * attitude may be unduly sanguine as they were as 
quick to lay off labourers during the *quiet* periods of the 
agricultural year as their tenant farmers.
Tenant farmers dominated most of Surrey. In 1809, W. Stevenson
pointed out.that most of Surrey was divided into small farms averaging
7
between 250 and 300 acres, while R. Sykes estimates that tenant
8farmers worked 66 per cent of the county’s agricultural land. The 
tenant farmers treated their labourers with much greater severity 
than the paternal gentry. During the ’thirties and ’forties, when 
it was in their interest to maintain a pool of surplus labourers, they 
made this possible by providing lavish and often illegal outdoor relief.
1 Thomas Onslow, 2nd Earl, d 1827.
2 Henry Drummond, Albury Park, banker and Conservative:M.P. between 
1852 and 1868.
3 Cobbett ¥., Rural Rides (London 1830 ed), pp 6, 13.
See Chapter IV, pp 32*f-330*
5 The Surrey Standard, 9 November 18^ 4-.
6 Unpublished Onslow Family History by the 5th Earl of Onslow,
Chapter XXVI, pp 2-h.
7 Stevenson V/., op. cit., p 91 •
8 Sykes R., ’Politics and Electoral Behaviour in Guildford and West
Surrey, 1790-1886* (Ph.D. Surrey 1977), P 3^ .
As Howitt observed Surrey society in the first half of the
1nineteenth century lacked a 1middle link*. However, one was fast
developing. Many of the gentlemen* and ’esquires* who served as
guardians had been successful shopkeepers, farmers and members of
the professions. Although many of these representatives had retired,
the majority were still actively employed. The boards of urban
unions like Guildford, Kingston and Richmond contained many members
2of the ’shopocracy' and ’aristocracy of labour'. As far as one 
can judge from the newspaper acccounts of board meetings, these 
lower middle class representatives were as unsympathetic towards 
the poor as the tenant farmers.
Between 183& and 1871, no urban proletariat appeared in Surrey 
south of the capital. All the county’s staple industries were in 
decline and the new job opportunities that arose, dairy and market 
gardening, railway construction, the building industry, and public 
utilities (gas and water companies) were for unskilled or semi­
skilled men who were kept in their place by fear of unemployment.
3Surrey was an area of small towns and villages. The farm labourers 
were spread over a wide area and did not start to organise themselves 
until the end of the period under study. Their first trade union,
bthe West Surrey Agricultural Labourers Union, was founded in 1872. 
There can be little doubt that' the labourers felt considerable resent­
ment during the period of severe unemployment and underemployment from 
183*5- to 1830. However, the guardians* provision of generous illegal 
outdoor relief ensured that there was no re-occurrence of the 1830
■ c;
troubles.'"'
1 HowittTW., op. cit., Vol. II, p 361.
2 Chapter IX, pp
3 Tropp A. and S., ’Some Aspects of the Social Structure of Surrey*, 
in Salmon J. E. (ed), The Surrey Countryside - The Interplay of 
Land and People (Guildford 1975)» p 201.
b Sykes R., op. cit., p 4-0.
5 See Chapter IV, pp 297~323*
Surrey lacked revolutionary impetus. The working classes were
neither sufficiently organised nor sufficiently angered by their
situation to move against the propertied classes. The lower middle
classes felt scant sympathy for the poor believing no doubt that they
could have escaped from penury by hard work and careful budgeting.
For the majority of the middle and upper middle classes it was enough
to make money and achieve respectability as a magistrate and leader
1of county or borough society. There was no 'dangerous amalgam1 of
the working and middle classes in Surrey. The aristocracy and gentry
remained isolated in their country houses, only emerging to go to
2
town or to visit each other.
There is little evidence that political motives or beliefs 
played a fundamental part in shaping the Surrey Poor Lav; administration. 
It is true that there was a vicious Whig-Tory struggle for power 
within the Guildford Board of Guardians during the 1830s but this 
seems to have been a unique joccurrence. On the other hand, hatred 
of the New Poor Law certainly helped to bring down the Whigs in the 
parliamentary elections at Guildford in 1837 and at V/est Surrey in 
1835 and 1837.5
The New Poor Lav/, however, did more than provide the Tories 
with a stick with which to beat their Whig opponents. The nev; lav; 
was regarded as an attack upon the liberties not only of individuals 
but whole areas. People of all political persuasions objected to 
the proposed centralisation of power. Charles Wood spoke for many 
when he warned Lord John Russell in I83Q:
1 Best G., Mid-Victorian Britain 1851-75 (London 1971)» PP 84-90; 
Harrison J. F. C., The Early Victorians 1832-51 (London 1971), 
pp 87-121; Roebuck J., The Making of Modern English Society from 
1850 (London 1973)» pp 23-4. —
2 Howitt V/., op. cit., Vol. II, p 361; Checkland S. G. The Rise 
of Industrial Society in England 1815-1883 (London 19o4),
pp 280-300; Thompson F. M. L., English Landed Society in the 
Nineteenth Century (London 1963), PP f0<]- ISO
3 Sykes R., op. cit., pp 22, 258.
'This tendency (towards centralisation) is most 
dangerous. We have hitherto been for the most part
locally governed .... if country gentlemen are not
to have some -power and responsibility, they vail not 
act.
Many would have agreed with J. S. Mill that 'The principal business
of the central authority should be to give instruction, of the
2local authority to apply it.* The activities of the Poor Lav;,
Lunacy and Prison Commissioners were all regarded with the greatest 
suspicion by the Surrey Guardians and Visiting Justices.
To a certain extent the Surrey Poor Lav; administration was
shaped by legal factors. The 1834 Act, for instance, restricted
the guardians' power to provide employment. But for the act, the
Surrey allotment movement would have expanded far more than it did
easing the situation of the underemployed labourer very considerably 
3in the process. Moreover, there is every reason to believe that 
far more work schemes would have been introduced if the Commissioners
4had not forbidden such enterprises. Although such schemes enabled 
employers to exploit the unemployed, they also involved the poor 
in paid productive activities instead of condemning them to perform 
unpaid, useless, soul destroying taskwork in the workhouse.
The forces of organised religion played little part in forming 
the Surrey system, even though, as R. Sykes suggests, the New Poor 
Lav; provoked opposition amongst the strongly religious, 'the
1 C* Woods to Lord John Russell, 1850, quoted in Parris H., 
Constitutional Bureaucracy (London 19&9)» P 208.
2 Mill J. S., Considerations on Representative Government 
(London 1912), p 377•
3 Chapter IV, pp 325-327*
4 Chapter IV, p 324.
separation in workhouses of husbands and wives being held to be a
'j
violation of God's lav/.' Although the clergy took an active 
interest in the welfare of the poor and were well represented on
2the boards of guardians where they were a liberalising influence, 
there was no specific movement on the part of the religious to attack 
or attempt to change the system. Late in the period under, study, 
some of the Surrey Boards of Guardians became involved in the 
controversy surrounding the revival of the Roman Catholic church. 
Several boards were decidedly reluctant to allow Roman Catholic 
priests to visit their co-religionists in the House and to allow 
Roman Catholic children to receive denominational education* However, 
in many cases the guardians were moved as rruch by motives of economy 
as by a desire to protect the Established Church. In fact, after 
their initial revulsion fnom the Nev/ Poor Law, most Anglicans came 
to see the workhouse as one of the Church of England's main supports.
Initially, during the 'thirties, the Surrey Poor Law 
administration was moulded by the self interest of the farmers, 
particularly the tenant farmers, and by their deep seated parochialism 
v/hich encouraged the boards of guardians to follow old and well tried 
policies rather than those advocated by the central authority. These 
local developments were made possible by the indecisive leadership 
of the central authority. Between 1840 and 1847, the Surrey Boards 
of Guardians and the central authority struggled for control of the 
system. During the 'thirties and 'forties, the determined but cautious 
advocates of increased local authority discretionary power defeated 
a somewhat disorganised, policyless central authority. By the time 
the Poor Lav/ Board was brought into being and the central authority 
had re-established its leadership, the Surrey Boards of Guardians had
1 Sykes R., op. cit., p 265-
2 See Chapter IX, p Q & S
3 See Chapter VII, pp
developed their own administrative styles and were very reluctant 
to change them. The inspectorate too was unwilling to lose the 
guardians* good will by pressing too strongly or persistently for 
improvements and reforms. During this second stage in the develop­
ment of the Surrey system which lasted between 184-7 and about 1865} 
the central authority and its inspectorate tried with some success 
to bring about change by continuous but gentle pressure.
Between 1865 and 1871 the inspectorate achieved a notable break­
through as a result, at least in part, of Colonel Granville Pigott*s 
long and altogether praiseworthy inspectoral tour of service (184-5-62) 
followed by Dr* Edward Smith*s short but highly effective ‘reign* 
(1865-7). In addition to the inspectors* steady tactful advocacy 
of improvements and reform, the climate of opinion had been gradually 
changed by the writings of Dickens, Disraeli, Kingsley, Mrs. ,Gaskell 
and many others. National newspapers like the Times and the Morning 
Chronicle and the Surrey newspapers subjected the Poor Law system 
to a particularly hard scrutiny. The late *forties and ‘fifties
saw the publication of Henry Mayhew‘s vivid descriptions of the
1condition of the London poor.
In addition the Poor Law service*s weaknesses were ruthlessly 
exposed during the later ‘sixties. The Lancet Sanitary Commission*s 
reports on the state of the Metropolitan and provincial infirmaries 
and workhouses were so devastating that they could not be ignored. 
Following the publication of attacks on Cheltenham, Farnham and
1 Thompson E., The Education of Henry Mayhevf, in The Victorian 
Poor, the Fourth Conference Deport of the Victorian Society
(London I966), PP 4-19*
Walshall v;orkhouses, the House of Commons insisted that the Poor
1Lav; Board carry out full scale inquiries. The Farnham reports 
were particularly important from Surrey*s ppint of view as they 
received widespread and detailed attention in both the national and 
local press. This was only the beginning. Dr. Edward Smith had
already v/ritten important reports on the state of the Metropolitan
2 3Workhouses and Infirmaries and on Forty-Eight Provincial Workhouses.
The impact of these official and semi-official reports was
consolidated by the writings of dedicated critics like Louisa.
h- 5 6 7Twining, Joshua Harrison Stallard, Samuel Shaen and Jabez Hogg.
It is hardly surprising that this period of intense criticism 
and heart searching at both the national and local level led to a 
rethinking of long held beliefs and to a greater willingness to 
accept expert advice and to expend large sums on the improvement of 
facilities and union officers* conditions of service.
During the second half of the period under study, the ever 
growing flood of vagrants passing through Surrey from London to the 
south coast placed the county1s Poor Lav; administration under 
considerable strain. These tough, hard bitten recidivists were very
1 H o f C No. 4-, 35, and ¥ f3 , 1867-8.
2 H o f C, 372, 1866.
3 H o f C, k and 216, 1866.
k Twining L . ,  Our Poor and Our Workhouses (London 1862).
3 S ta lla rd  J . H . ,  Workhouse H ospita ls  (London 1863) *
6 Shaen S . ,  Workhouse Management and Workhouse Jus tice  (London 
1869); The Assault a t  Lambeth Workhouse (London 1669) .
7 Hogg J . , Who*s to  Blame: the Poor Lav; Board or the S t .  Pancras
Guardians? (London 1869) .
different in background, attitude and behaviour from the easy-going,
1submissive labourers the Surrey Guardians were used to handling.
Moreover, the establishment of the Aldershot military camps attracted
an army of destitute wayfarers in search of work as we11 as a
2motley collection of beggars, prostitutes and thieves. Neither 
professional vagrants nor camp followers proved amenable to the 
Surrey Guardians1 paternal, liberal approach. Consequently, the 
guardians were driven to employ draconian methods which led the-news- 
papers and some local inhabitants to accuse them of inhumanity. It 
is interesting and significant that these intransigents were the 
only categories of poor people the Surrey Guardians treated with 
severity - they did not fit into the established pattern of 
relationships and had to be deterred.
\
From an old-fashioned Marxist point of view, Surrey between 
1834 and .1871 was an agricultural backwater still in the last phase 
of the transition from a feudal to a capitalist economy. For the 
time being, in spite of fundamental differences in interests and 
ambitions, the emerging bourgeoisie and petite bourgeoisie aligned 
themselves with the feudal classes. As yet no recognisable industrial 
proletariat had developed in the small towns and the peasants were 
unorganised. Paternalism flourished as the feudal classes feared 
a re-occurrence of the 1830 troubles. However, the class war, the 
motive power behind change, was as yet muted in Surrey.
1 See Chapter VI, pp S2Xf-—
2 See Chapter I, p 3^? Chapter II, pp 131-2; Chapter VI, pp
3 Fraser P. points out the close relationship between Victorian 
philanthropy and the fear of social unrest: Fraser D., The 
Evolution.of the British Welfare State (London 1973)? P 117.
Modern Marxist interpretations would be much more subtle than
'I
this. Few non-Soviet historians would accept Lenin's claim that
Marx had discovered 'the objective behind the system of social 
2relations.' They distinguish between the conditions of production 
taken as a whole and the superstructure of laws, institutions and 
ideas. While insisting upon a firm foundation of scholarly research, 
they seek for 'chains of causes'. Indeed, in spite of their 
differences in approach, most modern liberal-positivist and Marxist 
scholars maintain similar standards of enquiry and interpretation.
1 For example Hobsbaum E. J., Labouring Men (London 1964); Rude G., 
The Crowd in History (London-1964);Thompson E. P., The Making 
of the English Working Class (London 1963)*
2 Marwick A., The Nature of History (London 1970)? p 42.
(d) HOW CRUEL WAS THE POOR LAW?
Although the historian is not required to pass judgment upon
the people of the past, it is difficult, indeed impossible for him
not to do so, if only by implication or by virtue of his selection 
1of facts. Moreover, there are certain moral questions which need 
to be asked, for example: fHow Cruel was the New Poor Law?1
Almost from the moment of its inception the New Poor Law
generated a vigorous debate on the suitability of its principles
and the fairness of their application and implementation. On the
whole the first generation of historians regarded it favourably.
2William Molesworth thought it, ’the best bill ever devised,1 
H. D. Trail claimed that 'it did as much for the rural poor as the
3 ■
Factory Act did for the factory workers' while T. Mackay maintained
that the 'surplus' population of southern England was absorbed through 
A
its adoption. However, by no means all contemporary historxans took 
this attitude. A. S. Kydd, for instance, wrote: 'The passing of the 
New Poor Law Amendment Act did more to sour the hearts of the
1 Knowles M. D., The Historian and Character (Cambridge 1963), pp 4-5, 12 
19; Carr E. K., What is History (Harmondsworth 1964), PP 78-9, 81-3, 
125, 130-2; Marivick A., op. cit., pp 20, 101-2, 131*
2 Molesworth W., History of England (London 1886), p 316.
3 Trail H. D., Social Engineering (London 1901), VI, p 219.
4 Mackay T„, A History of the English Poor Law (London 1896), III, p 36. ‘
3 Kydd A. S., The History of the Factory Movement (London 1857), II, p 76
6 Trevelyan G. M., A History of England (London 1926), p 641.
7 . Wingfield Stratford E., Those Ernest Victorians (London 1930),p 110.
8 Polanyi K . , The Great Transformation (London 1944), p. 101.
9 Rosenblatt F., The Chartist Movement (London 1.916), t> 39*
10 Cole G. D. H., Chartist Portraits (London 1946), p 16.
labouring population than did the privations consequent on- all the
5 ‘
actual poverty of the land.* On the other hand what might be 
called the second generation of historians wholeheartedly condemned
it. G. M. Trevelyan denounced the Poor Law administration as
6
'ruthless and doctrinaire ,f E. Wingfield Stratford condemned it for
creating 'a hell more squalid and unrelieved than anything imagined
by Dante K. Polanyi described the workhouses as 'places of horror,'
9The law itself was thought-to be 'extraordinarily ruthless* and 
'odious and cruel.
Since then, a third generation of historians has entered the
lists. In 19^3* D. Roberts tried to establish a golden mean by
pointing out the exaggerations and inaccuracies contained in the
1
stories appearing in the Times and m  G. W. Baxter’s famous Book of
2 3The Bastilles, while criticising the workhouse’s ’dreary diet*,
the separation of the sexes, the rigid hours, the early risings and
h-the boring regimentation. However, he went on to suggest that
workhouse conditions were highly satisfactory when compared with
5those existing in slums like the Liverpool cellars. He concluded
that 'the Commissioners were not ruthless* and their regulations 
6’not very harsh.'
To Miss U. Henriques this appeared to be an overcorrection of
previous interpretations. She argued that although the Commissioners
could not be accused of sadistic cruelty they were guilty of great 
7insensitivity. Certainly her strictures seem to be justified at
least in part by Sir George Nicholis' defence of bone crushing and
his attribution of the bone-eating activities of the Andover workhouse
8inmates to their 'depraved appetites.' Moreover, his insensitivity 
seems to have been shared by many Surrey Guardians who applied to the 
central authority for special permission to continue bone crushing in
1 Roberts D., 'How Cruel was the Victorian Poor Law', Historical 
Journal, Vol. VI (1963), PP 97-10?.
2 Baxter G. W., The Book of the Bastilles (London 1837).
3 Roberts D., op. cit., p 103*
4 Ibid.
3 Ibid, p 106.
6 Ibid, pp 106-7. '
7 Henriques U., ’How Cruel was the Victorian Poor Law*, Historical
Journal, Vol. XI (1968), pp 363-71. '
8 Nicholis, Sir G., History of the English Poor Law, II (London 183^),
their workhouses even after the Andover scandal had become common 
knowledge.^ '
Any student of the Poor Law can produce numerous examples.of
what appears to be the central authority’s pettyfogging tyranny.
Dr. Rhodes Boyson has pointed out that Burnley Guardians v/ere
2
surcharged for buying a washerwoman a mangle while T. D. Jones
noted that the central authority forbade the payment of small sums
of money to outgoing.paupers to help them establish themselves outside 
3the workhouse. Similarly, the Poor Law Board threatened to surcharge 
the Epsom Guardians for financing their workhouse children’s visit to
kthe Crystal Palace out of the poor rates. Nevertheless, in each of 
these cases, the guardians were making illegal use of Poor Law funds. 
However unfeeling the Commissioners may have been, they were upholding 
the law.
Miss Henriques refers particularly to the inhuman treatment
accorded, to old people under the New Poor Law and the cruelty
involved in separating them from their relatives and friends by
5
compelling them to enter the workhouse. Chadwick declared that
’the refusal of the workhouse .... by the aged and infirm person .....
may be compared to the refusal of an abode in a well-arranged hospital
| Ly
by a sick or lame person. Henriques rightly draws attention to the
1 See Chapter IV, pp 323-330
2 Boyson R., ’The History of Poor Law Administration in North-east 
Lancashire 1834-18711 (MA Manchester i960), p 24-3*
3 Jones T. D., ’Poor Law and Public Health Administration in the 
Area of Merthyr Tydvil Union, 1834—194-1* (MA Cardiff 19o1), p 287.
4 See Chapter V,pp35S-4; the PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 1224-1/ 
182138/31 December 1837*
3 Henriques U., op. cit., p 3^7*
6 The Report of the Select Committee on the Operation of the Poor
Law Amendment Act, PP XVII (1837)» ii? P 506.
confusion existing in the Commissioners’ regulations concerning the
treatment of the old in the workhouse: on the one hand the Commissioners
condemned local boards of guardians for reducing allowances to the
aged following the passage of the Poor Law Amendment Act while
demanding on the other hand that they make their relatives contribute
1
towards their maintenance.
Miss Henriques concludes that,
’The New Poor Law, mitigated as it was by the good\d.ll 
of many individuals including devoted Guardians and 
Assistant Commissioners, was part of class legislation 
based on selfishness and class interest. As such it 
tainted the good things (such as public infirmaries) 
which grew from it, and Jeft a damnosa hereditas for 
the next hundred years.*
This valid criticism could however be levelled with equal justice at
many other nineteenth century reforms and administrative decisions
although few escaped modification or repeal for as long as the New
Poor Law.
An analysis of the Surrey Poor Law records suggests that*during 
the 1830s and 184-Os the Assistant Commissioners, guardians and work­
house officers exhibited much insensitivity towards the poor as they 
struggled to establish ne\* procedures and behaviour patterns. However, 
the evil effects of the New Poor Law were mitigated by the Surrey 
Boards of Guardians' propensity to apply central policy selectively 
in a manner suited to local exigencies and interests. The lax 
conditions prevailing at Guildford and Richmond Unions in particular
1 2 PLCs (1836), p 6.
2 Henriques U., op. cit., p 3&9
during the ’thirties hardly reflected the central authority’s
1 2 regulations. This was by no means unusual as R. Dunkley has shown.
'The picture that emerges of a typical Durham workhouse', he asserts,
3
’is one of a haven for the helpless poor.' The inmates of the 
Durham workhouses like their Surrey contemporaries were regularly 
permitted to leave their institutions on Sundays and for temporary
. 4leaves in direct contravention of the Commissioners* orders. The 
Durham and Surrey Guardians provided their indoor poor with much 
richer diets than those contained in the official dietaries and bought
5
them a number of unauthorised luxuries such as beer and tobacco*
Henriques perhaps pays insufficient attention to the changes
which took place in the attitude of the Poor Law Inspectors and
Guardians during the period between 1834 and 1871. The Surrey records
contain many examples of the central authority’s genuine concern for
the welfare of the poor. The Poor Law Commissioners tried to persuade
Epsom Guardians to rebuild their defective workhouse buildings in the
interests of their paupers* health and safety,^ but were forced to
agree to underpinning instead as the guardians refused to consider
7
any plans involving large scale expenditure.'
On the other hand, enough cases of -bullying by workhouse officers 
were recorded to make one wonder how many similar acts remained
1 See Chapter VI, pp 50*7 - 572.
2 Dunkley P., ’The Hungry Forties - the. New Poor Law - a case study*; 
Historical Journal, Vol. XVII (1974), pp 329-46.
3 Ibid, p 331.
4 Ibid; for Surrey, see Chapter VI, pp So~7-^2.
3 Ibid; for Surrey, see Chapter VI, pp £07 -Si2-
6 The PLCs to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12313/12783a/10 November 1843.
7 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 I2313/I3l60a/17 November 1843.
The PLCs to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12313/13160a/20 November 1843.
undetected or at least unrecorded, P, Dunkley believes .that many
Durham officers were allowed to proceed uncensured as the guardians
feared they would have the greatest difficulty replacing them if
they resigned or were asked to resign as a result of an official 
2enquiry. He argues, moreover, that *The deferential attitude of
the poor multiplied the difficulties of uncovering inhumane treatment
3of the destitute.1 Similar attitudes may have stopped some Surrey
paupers complaining although many, especially in the early days, took
the law into their own hands and either rioted, attacked workhouse
if
officers or absconded.
All these generalisations have some validity and illustrate
certain facets of the truth, but it must be remembered that
conditions and'treatment varied not only from region to region and
from union to union but within the same region and within the same
union as the character of the staff and \7orkhouse population changed.
Nor were the guardians consistent in their attitudes. One group of
paupers might excite their sympathy while another equally deserving
group failed to do so. Kingston Guardians were moved by the plight
5of unmarried mothers but felt little sympathy for the wayfarers who 
were desperately seeking work.
Levels of sensitivity and awareness differed markedly from one 
period to another. The changes in public opinion which led to a
more humane treatment of the poor have yet to be studied, in depth
6 ~ r 
and detail. In rural Surrey, the appalling condition of the poor
was / accepted not only by the landed and middle classes but by the
labourers themselves. George Sturt*s chief informant Bettesworth-Grover
1 Chapter VIII, pj£4-6
2 Dunkley P., op. cit., p 3^2.
3 Ibid.
4- See Chapter VIII, pp £/l“6/2j £/?—
3 KRO BG8/11/4-, p 290 - 7 September 1832.
6 Moore D. C., ♦Social Structure, Political Structure and Public
Opinion in Mid-Victorian England* in Ideas and Institutions of 
Victorian Britain, Essays in Honour of George Kitson-Clark
(London 1967)» PP 20-37.
seems to have been typical of the independent labourers who paid 
into sickness and old age benefit clubs and had little or no 
sympathy for their contemporaries who failed to do so and ended 
their days in the workhouse. According to Bettesworth, 'That 
stoneyard's the place for they (the able-bodied poor). I'd put it
1 8c 2on to 'em, so's it'd give 'em sore hearts, if it didn't sore hands.' 
Although he had to go into Farnham workhouse in 190*f to have a sore 
cut out (he had been superannuated from his medical club in 1903 after 
having been a fully paid up member since 1866), he left as soon as
3
he possibly could. When the relieving officer came to see if his 
wife needed medical treatment in 190*f, he was. shown the door with the
4comment - *1 en't no i^ orkhouse man.'
Although workhouses were depressing and life inside them
monotonous it is unlikely that they were the harsh prisons of popular
myth. Nevertheless, great psychological cruelty was inflicted alike
on those who did apply and those who were deterred from applying for 
5relief. William Rathbone believed that the workhouse test was so
degrading that 'the best of the working class will rather starve -
6often do rather starve - than apply for it .....* Unfortunately, 
there is no way in which one can estimate how many poor people put 
their pride before their material comfort. The Surrey records 
occasionally refer to such cases. The Godstone Guardians, for instance, 
warned the central authority in l8¥f that some of their paupers were 
refusing to enter the workhouse and asked whether their relieving
1 Sturt G., Change in the Village (London 1912), p 92.
2 Sturt G., Memoirs of a Surrey Labourer: A Record of the Last
Years of Frederick Bettesworth (London 1907)t p 93 - 10 December 
1901. ,
3 Ibid, p 162.
k Ibid, p 196.
3 Fraser D., 'The Introduction': in Fraser’ D., The New Poor "Law in the
Nineteenth' Century - (London 197^ )» PP 20-21.
6 Rathbone V/., Social Duties Considered (London 1867), p 21.
1officer might provide them with£cod to prevent them starving. The
Commissioners ruled that his action was legal in the special
. 2circumstances existing in the union. Similarly the Hambledon
Guardians asked the Commissioners what they should ido about a
pauper called George Sturt who refused to allow his family to enter
3the House even though they were in 'extreme distress'. On this 
occasion, the central authority was not prepared to make an exception 
and merely instructed the board of guardians to monitor the family's
ksituation and to prevent 'a tragedy' occurring. Another comparable
case occurred at Hambledon in 1863 when an elderly couple called
5
Miles refused to enter the House although they were starving. Once
again the relieving officer was ordered to keep an eye on them but
not to intervene except to prevent *a disaster occurring.' As late
as 1871, Kingston Guardians defied the central authority and
distributed outdoor relief to the union's temporarily unemployed
labourers on the grounds that they were prepared to starve rather
7than enter the workhouse. The Poor Law Board rejected the guardians'
8explanation and refused to sanction the relief already given. A 
detailed examination of the Surrey records, however, shows that most 
cases of this sort were treated as 'emergencies' and were not referred 
to the central authority.
1 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MS12 12313/9023/22 January l8¥f.
2 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12313/902a/29 January l8*f4.
3 Hambledon Union to the PLCs ;• PRO MH12 12372/1 A8*fa/26 January lS*f7.
h The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12372/1A84-a/31 January I8V7.
3 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377/33^3/28 September 1863.
6 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12377/36338A/17 October 1865.
7 Kingston Union to the PLB:. PRO MH12 12^2/831/3 January 1871.
8 The PLB to Kingston Union; PRO MK12 12402/3397A/13 February 1871.
Indeed, in most areas, local boards of guardians seem to have
1overcome the New Poor Law's deficiencies by similar actions. Most,
for instance, gave allowances in aid of wages and awarded medical
relief to the poor as well as to paupers. In most cases the
deterrent less-eligibility principle was ignored. Children proved
to be another weak link in the New Poor Lav/'s armour as they could
not logically be treated as 'no-hoper* paupers. Poor Lav; schools,
particularly in the Surrey area, provided an education that few
2independent labourers could afford for their children. Towards
the end of the period under study, the introduction of the boarding
out system provided an opportunity for the more humane treatment of
poor children, an opportunity which the Surrey Boards of Guardians
3seized upon with alacrity.
The lunatic poor were yet another category to whom the principle 
of less eligibility did not apply. Almost from the very beginning of 
the period, boards of guardians recognised that the mentally sick 
and handicapped deserved special treatment; certainly in the Surrey 
workhouses and lunatic asylums they enjoyed a very liberal regime 
and excellent conditions compared with those of the ordinary pauper. 
The facilities particularly at Brookwood Asylum and to a lesser 
degree at Wandsworth Asylum compared favourably with those existing 
in any voluntary hospital and private asylum in the capital and the
Urest of.the country.
In addition, the Surrey Boards of Guardians granted their aged 
and infirm workhouse inmates special privileges notwithstanding the 
central authority's express prohibition. By the 1860s even the Poor 
Law Inspectors led by Dr. Edward Smith were advocating the provision
1 However, M. Caplan writes 'Because of it (the principle of less 
eligibility) the majority of the permanent inmates in the work­
houses - the ill, the old, and infirm and the helpless children - . 
had their lives made bleak and squalid in order to deter the 
able-bodied.' Caplan M., op. cit., p 98.
2 See Chapter V,pp '3(f£— 3&Z
3 See Chapter V,-pp 3?7~3S'<7
4- See Chapter VI,pp
of special furniture, improved diets and extras for,the aged. It is
doubtful whether any but the most sensitive inmates objected to their
life in a workhouse like Richmond's where they were allowed to come
and go as the3r pleased and could even visit their friends for
1
extended holidays.
Much has been made of the psychological suffering experienced
by free spirited labourers on entering the workhouse through ill
health or temporary unemployment. This may well have been true in
many cases although there is evidence that this attitude was
declining in Surrey and that the local people were starting to regard
the Roor Law infirmaries as public hospitals. If we can believe the
inspectors' reports, many people posed as paupers in order to obtain
admittance to Kingston infirmary because of its excellent facilities
2
and good reputation. The people of Reigate would have made their 
workhouse infirmary the local hospital but for the central authority's
•3
ruling that a Poor Law infirmary could not accept fee-paying patients.
As far as the district medical services were concerned, the
Surrey Boards of Guardians were always at pains to impress upon
their medical officers that pauper patients should receive exactly
Zf
the same treatment as fee-paying patients.
Even the much abused unmarried mother aroused the sympathy of
5the Kingston Guardians. Indeed, the only categories of poor who
consistently received unsympathetic treatment throughout the period
6were prostitutes, vagrants and malingerers.
1 See Chapter VI, pp Sol-SlZ
2 Mr. Longley's ms report: PRO MH12 12^02/30962/7 July 1870.
3 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12582/26621A/2 July 1867.
See Chapter III, p 2^9*
3 See Chapter VI, p .<99
6 See Chapter VI,pp-S/3-S&2.'
However, this view would have been regarded as unrealistically 
optimistic by contemporaries like V/. Rathbone who suggested that the 
relief the pauper received in the workhouse was 'a very inadequate 
return for the surrender of his liberty ..... the humiliation ..... 
and the painful consciousness that he has lost all self-reliance
'I
and self respect. 1 Certainly, laoourers who had sweated and toiled 
for many years to achieve respectability must have felt deeply the 
humiliation of being forced to enter the workhouse.
1 Rathbone V/., op. cit., pp 4-8-9*
(e) SURREY'S CONTRIBUTION TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE NEW POOR LAWS
Considering their relative insignificance, the Surrey Unions played 
an important part in the development of the New Poor Law services.
In the educational field, :Surrey took the lead in the provision of 
district schools, and by contemporary standards, the North Surrey and 
the Faraham District schools were highly successful. Moreover, most 
of the county's , workhouse schools could have born comparison with 
the best in the country: the Chertsey schools in particular attained 
unusually high standards.
In the treatment of the.mentally sick, the Surrey institutions
played a particularly valuable role. Although considerably smaller
than the great Middlesex Lunatic Asylum at Hanwell, Wandsworth
Asylum was one of the first to do away with the system of restraint
and even more importantly was the first asylum in the country to
provide a professional training for its nurses and the beginnings of
1an after-care service for its patients. These and other reforms were
2
achieved in spite of the rigid conservatism of the Visiting Justices. 
Indeed, rural Surrey with the exception of' Faraham set an unusually 
high standard in the whole field of institutional medicine -.. By 
1871, all ten unions possessed well equipped hospitals, and most, 
although not all, had detached fever wards. The Surrey authorities 
were among the first to employ paid nurses. Certainly, until 1871, 
the Surrey nursing services compared very favourably with those in 
London and elsewhere. Although the Surrey Unions made few innovatory 
contributions to the development of district medical services apart 
from the early provision of medical depots, they maintained high 
levels of treatment. By contemporary standards the county's vaccination 
service was very efficient and successful.
1 See Chapter VI, p 4-97.
2 See Chapter VI, pp 503-506.
. E. P. Thompson maintains that
*The Act of 1834, and its subsequent administration 
by men like Chadwick and Kay, was perhaps the most 
sustained attempt to impose an ideological dogma, 
in defiance of the evidence of human need, in English 
history,11
The three main principles upon which the authors of the New Poor
Law built their new structure, uniformity, the abolition of outdoor
2relief and less eligibility, were largely ignored by the Surrey 
Guardians. Variety rather than uniformity was the hallmark of 
Surrey*s Poor Law administration. The central authority and its 
local representatives, the inspectors, approached the Surrey Boards 
of Guardians with circumspection. On occasions, it had to accept 
overt as well as the more usual clandestine flaunting of its 
regulations.
The revolt of Surrey Unions against the prohibition of outdoor 
relief has often been referred to and requires no further attention 
here."' Attempts to impose the so-called principle of less eligibility 
was usually rejected. Although the Surrey labourers* standard of 
living was relatively high when compared with that of their less 
fortunate contemporaries in the southwest peninsula, the Surrey 
Guardians rarely considered making their workhouse conditions 
harsher. Although the central authority drew their attention to these 
discrepancies with monotonous regularity, the Surrey Guardians blithely 
continued along their chosen path.
There is no evidence that the Surrey Poor Law services became 
isolated from the rest of the public and private services in the 
county. Every union established close working relationships with 
other institutions which provided help and treatment for the poor.
1 Thompson E. P., The Making of the English Working Class (London
1963), P 267.
2 See Fraser 3)., introduction* in Fraser D. (ed), The New Poor
Law in the Nineteenth Century (London 1978)7 PP 17-24.
3 See Chapter IV, pp 293-323*
In fact, in spite of their many weaknesses, the Surrey Poor Law 
services made remarkable progress between 18^4 and 1871. Even more 
significantly, there was a slow but fundamental growth in the 
guardians1 understanding of the poor ana their needs and in their 
willingness to satisfy these needs. By 1871 the Surrey Guardians 
had laid the foundations of a series of efficient welfare services. 
Many of their achievements at the local level anticipated by several 
decades national legislation and the Surrey Unions in company with 
many others helped to set new and higher standards of service which 
eventually culminated in the establishment of the welfare state.
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THE TREATMENT OF THE POOR IN SURREY j 
.. UNDER THE OPERATION OF THE NEW POOR 
LAW BETWEEN 1834 and 1871
As Derek Fraser has pointed out 'The New Poor Law is well known'
1
at a national level. This thesis arose from the author's desire to 
test the accepted 'image* at the local level.
By way of introduction, I have attempted to create a picture of 
the Poor Lav; services in Surrey immediately before the passage of the 
1834 Act and to describe and account for the nature and configuration 
of the ten rural unions (Chertsey, Dorking, Epsom, Farnham, Godstone, 
Guildford, Hambledon, Kingston, Reigate and Richmond) and their adoption 
of the general mixed central workhouse. Further, there are accounts of 
the agricultural and industrial state of Surrey between 1800 and 1870 
and an investigation into the causes of poverty within the county.
The main body of the thesis examines the actual operation of the 
New Poor Law in Surrey between 1834 and 1871. Of particular 
significance v/ere the provision and development of the institutional 
and domiciliary medical services, the relief services, district and 
workhouse schools and the treatment of certain special categories of 
pauper: lunatics, the aged, bastards, unmarried mothers, prostitutes 
and vagrants.
In addition, analyses of the roles, social and occupational back­
grounds, strengths and weaknesses, and levels of efficiency of the 
Poor Law officers, guardians and inspectors have been made with 
particular attention to their interrelationships and to the development 
of conflict situations and power struggles.
Finally, an attempt has been made to verify the nature of the 
influences which shaped Surrey's Poor Lav; administration, to establish 
how cruel the Poor Lav/ system was in Surrey by contemporary and present 
day standards and to delineate the special contribution the county's 
unions, district schools and asylums made to the development of the 
New Poor Lav/ system as a whole.
1 Fraser D., 'Introduction* in Fraser D. (ed.), The New Poor Law in 
the Nineteenth Century (London 1976), p 1
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(a) THE OLD POOR LAW SYSTEM IF SURREY AND THE CREATION OF THE
HEW UNIONS
In 1830, there were only three incorporations in Surrey -
1 2  3Bermondsey, Streatham and Richmond' - and three Gilbert Act
A 5
Unions - Ash, Bambledon and Reigate - the poor in the rest of the
county were the responsibility of their, individual parishes. By
1777, there were 67 workhouses in Surrey, including five in the
borough of Southwark and twelve in the hundred of Brixton.^ These
workhouses differed greatly in size and capacity: that at West
Clandon could only accommodate four paupers, that at Richmond 90
and that at Kingston-upon-Thames 288. By 1805, 99 parishes
maintained 'all or part. of. their poor in workhouses' - some 5*268
persons compared with 4*770 in 1776. By 1805, it seems that there
were 72 workhouses in rural Surrey outside the Metropolitan area
and the hundred of Brixton. It is unlikely that there was any
significant building between 1805 and 1834 as the tendency to grant
8outrelief became more and more popular. The only new name to 
appear in the Poor Law Report of 1834 was that of Tandridge which
9
had failed to make a return in 1777*
Most of the Surrey workhouses were of the general kind 
containing the aged, the infirm and children. Assistant Commissioner 
Maclean found few: able-bodied men and women in the workhouses he
1 1 Geo II and 31 Gfeo III, c 19*
2 30 Geo III, c 80.
3 25 Geo III, c 41.
4 Ash Union included Normandy, Puttenham, Primley and Long Sutton.
5 Reigate consisted of Reigate Borough, Reigate Foreign, Horley,
Nutfield and Headley.
6 Appendix to the report from the Committee to inspect and 
consider the returns made by the overseers of the poor, 15th May, 
1777* Reports from Committees, pp IX, Provisions for the Poor 
1774-1802, pp 468-70. x
7 Abstract of Returns ««••• 1805, p 512.
8 Pike W., The Administration of the Poor Law in the Rural Areas 
of Surrey, 1830-1850, M.A, London: 1950.
9 The 1834 Poor Law Report, App A, Part I, p 173.
visited. The exception to the rule was Famham workhouse where he
found 64 inmates, 21 of whom were able-bodied men and thirteen able- 
1
bodied women.
There was little evidence that any kind of ’workhouse test*
was being imposed or that the workhouse served as a.deterrent to
those seeking relief. At both Reigate and Godstone, it was reported
that the inmates* diet was superior to that of the working
labourers in the neighbourhood. The sexes were not strictly
segregated and several instances were reported of ’illegitimate
children begotten in the workhouse, so that the threat of the
2
workhouse to single men carried no weight.’ Only the Godalming 
officers showed any desire ’to make the workhouse as little as 
possible desirable,'^
In 1805 only 26 of the 85 Surrey Poor Law authorities employed
their poor in industrial activities although 54 others claimed
that their paupers earnt money in unspecified ways. The Famham
Incorporation spent £140 3s Id ’establishing a linen manufacture’^
while the Croydon authority paid £109 3s 1d for ’flax and wool (to
be) worked up by the poor for the use of the house and in wages paid
to the woolcomber and weaver.' Only seven of the 26 authorities
6with parish industries made a profitsIt appears^therefore that
the Surrey institutions were not ’houses of industry’ although the
inmates of Richmond workhouse made their own shoes, stockings, shirts,
7shifts, table and bed linen. The two Assistant Commissioners - 
Ashurst Majendie and Charles Maclean - found even less evidence of
1 Ibid.
2 Ibid, p 534.
3 Ibid.
4 Abstract of Returns ..... 1805, p 5°5.
5 Ibid, p 509.
6 Ibid, p 500-11.
7 Ibid, p 507.
taskwork when they visited the Surrey workhouses in 1832-3* A
few authorities like Farnham * s had persevered with their work
schemes but even here the local authority had given up linen
1
manufacture in favour of sack making.
Often, the poor were farmed out to contractors who pocketed
their earnings. At Worplesdon, for example, fthe Master of the
Workhouse, being a.blanket maker, employs the poor and is entitled
to their earnings •••.• he allows them 2d out of every shilling 
2
they earn.1 There were similar arrangements at Chertsey, Ash and 
Reigate, although most of these contracts had been allowed to lapse 
by 1832.
The Assistant Commissioners noted that money reliefs were 
distributed to the aged and infirm everywhere in Surrey. The 
amounts varied from 1s 6d to 3s per person per week but never 
exceeded the cost of maintaining individuals in the workhouse.
Widows were given between 1s 6d and 2s 6d per week depending upon 
the size of their families, how much they eamt and the price of 
flour.
Maclean declared that most Surrey labourers received 
parochial relief either in the form of child allowances, by direct 
or indirect payment of rent, or by exemption from paying rates.^  
However, the Assistant Commissioners found it difficult to establish 
how many Surrey parishes operated allowance systems. In reply to 
the Select Committee on Labourers* Wages, Guildford admitted 
subsidising labourers* wages; while Capthome, Effingham, Godstone, 
Guildford and Reigate admitted helping married labourers with 
children. Finally, in 1833t the Select Committee decided that the 
allowance.system was prevalent throughout the East Riding of
5
Yorkshire, East Anglia, and the Home and Southern Counties.
1 The 1834 Poor Law Report, App A, Fart I, p 529#
2 Ibid, p 509.
3 Ibid, p 538.
4 Ibid, p 545.
5 Abstract of Returns on Labourers* Wages, PP 1825 XIX, p 383.
Hhe Assistant Commissioners believed that the payment of rent 
out of rates was almost universal in Surrey, Epsom, for example, 
paid £50 p.a. in rent. This custom was said to encourage early 
marriage *owing to the facility with which landlords let their 
cottages to the married poor, trusting to the custom of the parish 
for payment of rent,1 Indeed, Henry Drummond of Albury Park 
declared in 1824 that fA great part of the allowance returns to 
farmers and landowners in the shape of exorbitant rents from their 
cottages,,2
Many parishes experienced great difficulty in finding work for
their able-bodied paupers. At Ewhurst, for example, the Poor Law
officers grumbled that only *a few old men* were required on the
roads, Some parishes, situated near the chalk hills, set their
poor to work in the gravel and chalk pits, but with disappointing
results. The men made little effort knowing that however hard they
worked they would be paid a great deal less than independent
labourers. Indeed, many parishes lost considerable sums of money
trying to establish schemes of this kinds in 1831 the Dorking
paupers only earnt £300 after the parish had spent £1,157 on
3
materials and equipment. On the other hand some authorities
achieved a considerable measure of success: Richmond Vestry set up
a parish farm in 1803 which cost £100 2s 6d to run and stock and
raised £281 18s Od from the sale of 414 quarters of wheat and
550 bushels of potatoes.^  In addition, Ashurst Majendie discovered
a successful labour rate system functioning at Blechingley and an
5
unsuccessful one at Godstone.
Immediately before the passage of the 1834 Act, Farnham 
introduced an excellent labour rate system. Each occupier had to 
employ one man for every 30 acres of arable, pasture or woodland
1 The 1834 Poor Law Report, App A, Part I, p 537.
2 Report on Agricultural Wages; PP 1824> VI, p 447.
3 The 1834 Poor Law Report, App A, Part I, p 552.
4 Abstract of Returns 1805, p 507, note t,
5 The 1834 Poor Law Report, App A, Part I, p 173.
and for every six- acres of hopland he cultivated. Such was the
success of this experiment that the parish only had twelve
unemployed labourers to support in the winter of 1832-3 compared 
with 196 in 1831-2. Even the Commissioners had to admit that the 
Earaham Labour Rate was one of fthe most successful* of its kind ■ -
in hard cash it represented a saving of £1,000 p.a. The neighbouring
parish of Erensham adopted a similar plan.
The Assistant Commissioners found little evidence of pauper 
apprenticeships in the Surrey area. At Godalming, two or three 
children were apprenticed annually, their fees being paid by a 
local charity. A similar charity at Egham arranged for eight
2children to be bound to tailors, broadsilk weavers and brass founders.
Maclean reported that Surrey’s parish officers unlike many of their
contemporaries in other counties were reluctant to apprentice pauper
3
children without their parents' consent.
Although the Assistant Commissioners maintained that Surrey 
'had made considerable progress* in encouraging labourers to emigrate, 
there is very little evidence of this. Only Dorking parish organised 
a large scale venture, the emigration of 75 personsto Canada: 'Their 
passage money (£344) was raised by subscription, and their outfit 
(£327) paid by the rates.*^
A number of parishes provided their poor with allotments. At 
Chobham, the Assistant Commissioners found 50 labourers working 
half-acre plots in the waste lands while 'much land was let (at 
Eamham) in small portions of from a half to two acres at rents 
from £2 to £5 a year.* By 1833* most Surrey parishes had adopted 
this practice.
1 Ibid.
2 The 1834 Poor Law Report, App A, Part I, p 56O.
3 Ibid.
4 The 1834 Poor Law Report, App A, Part I, p 573*
5 Ibid, p 576.
Assistant Commissioner Charles Mott’s first impressions of 
Surrey were unfavourable* In 1835 be reported that ’the general 
Parochial management rivals in its deformity some of the worst
-j
Parishes in England*’ He suggested that many local officers were
corrupt* At Horne, for example, where the vestry clerk sold fall
sorts of Linen, Drapery and Grocery* to the poor, the books were
full of ’obvious adjustments*, while parish matters were governed
2in *the most lavish and inconsistent manner* * The Guardian of 
Nutfield Parish in Reigate Incorporation, another shopkeeper, 
indulged in similar ploys* Mott discovered that the Richmond 
poor rate collector had been systematically embezzling the vestry 
accounts for years* He was known to have helped himself to at 
least £1,400 although Mott believed that a full audit would disclose 
a discrepancy of more than £10,000.
However, Mott had to admit that the existing officers offered 
no opposition to the Commissioners* plans. " He believed that this 
was because they were only *too well aware of their own inability 
to check the system.*^  On the other hand, he discovered some 
evidence that parish officers were spreading false rumours about 
the new law. At Chertsey, the labourers told him they had been 
informed that under the New Poor Law there would be no free medical 
treatment for the sick and that the poor would not be allowed to use 
the common land.^
The Assistant Commissioner also formed a poor opinion of the 
Surrey magistrates, farmers and tradesmen. In 1835* he declared 
*so far as my investigations have as yet extended, (the magistrates 
have) exhibited the same laxity of management, the same supiness
1 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH32/56 2355/29 September 1835*
2 Ibid*
3 Ibid.
4 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH32/56 683/1 March 1836.
5 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH32/56 2333/29 September 1835*
6 Ibid.
arising from a dislike to mix with those with whom the Parochial
Measures are generally left, and desirous of avoiding being placed
in an unfavourable position with the Supers, whilst the Farmers
and small Tradesmen fully acknowledge that the Supers and the
system hitherto adopted for their relief are entirely beyond their 
-|
control,*
Such was the state of Surrey in the years immediately before 
the New Poor Law was introduced.
The Surrey Unions were set up in the classic style described 
2
by R, Weale in 1870, First Ash A*Court and then Charles Mott 
studied the maps of Surrey and selected convenient urban centres 
♦where the medical men resided, where the Bench of Magistrates was 
assembling;1 these were, generally speaking, the towns that ’supplied 
the general wants of the district,’ Having chosen these focal 
points they went to each area and summoned all the churchwardens, 
parish overseers and property owners. At these meetings the 
Assistant Commissioners explained which parishes were to form the 
new unions. If the local people had reasonable objections to the 
proposed arrangements, the Assistant Commissioners redesigned the 
union in the light of local needs. In 1835* Mott was filled with 
misplaced confidence. He told the Commissioners ’Surrey may be
1 Ibid.
2 R. Weale, Report of the Royal Sanitary Commission, PP (1871)
XXX? - Q10789.
3 Ibid - Q10790+
+ These methods are also described in
Digby A. ’The Operation of the Poor Law in the social and 
economic life of nineteenth century Norfolk* (PhD East Anglia
1971 ) ,v , pp 20-1.
Midwinter E. C; 'A Social Administration in Lancashire, 1830- 
1860; Poor Law, Public Health and Police’ (PhD York 1966), pp 24-8.
Rose M. E. ’The Administration of the Poor Law in the West 
Riding of Yorkshire, 1820-55* C& Phil. Oxford 1965). pp 108-9,
p 116.

formed into Unions with comparatively small outlay for Workhouse 
accommodation and as I find the objections of the Magistrates and 
others give way to little attentions to their official authority,
I do not fear being able to accomplish the wishes of the Board 
without much difficulty,*
2Gods tone Union was the first to be set up in Surrey. Charles
Mott reported happily that the magistrates in the area were very 
3
cooperative. However, his enthusiasm had waned markedly by the 
time he attended the guardians* first meeting because, he believed, 
they harboured strong feelings against the New Poor Law.^ However, 
a few weeks later, Mott and Sir John Walsham attended another board 
meeting and were so pleased with the improvement in the guardians* 
attitude that they advised the central authority not to issue an 
order prohibiting outdoor relief until after 1st January, 1836,
By comparison,, Ash A*Court found the Hambledon area in a state 
of excitement at the time of his first visit in January 1835# 
Although the local labourers were in an ugly mood, he was able to 
address them without fear of violence,^ The labourers complained 
that the parish authorities valued the bread they gave out as 
relief at a higher price than the local bakers asked for their 
loaves. Even though A*Court openly sympathised with their plight, 
the labourers spumed his suggestion that they might emigrate to 
the colonies and refused to consider working allotments of less 
than an acre in size.^ A'Court then presided over a meeting of the 
local landowners and tried to persuade them to provide more work
1 C. Mott to the PLCs : PRO MH12 12143/9803a/l2 September 1835.
2 Constitution declared from 31 October 1835.
3 C, Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12314/3382/30 September 1834.
4 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12314/11518/4 November 1835.
5 C. Mott and Sir J. Walsham to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12314/2684a/
4 December 1835.
6 A. A'Court to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/3917a/23 January 1835.
7 Ibid.
for the labourers; they only promised to do this if their colleagues,
who had not attended the meeting, agreed to do the same. At this
time, there were 64 labourers and 20 ’lads* without work in the area.
A*Court described them as a ’lawless set of people* who had strong
2
memories of *the troubles* in 1830.
VJhen Charles Mott took over the negotiations, he encountered
considerable difficulty in establishing the union. At first he
3
considered restricting it to nine parishes, but on further.
reflection decided to include eighteen parishes covering 389810 acres
with a population of 11,882. However, even before the constitution
was declared on 25th March, 1836, the ratepayers of Ewhurst and
Cranleigh objected to their inclusion in the proposed union and
threatened to boycott board of guardians meetings.^- However, the
Reverend L. W. Eliot, an ex-officio guardian, told the Commissioners
that the morale of the new board would be dangerously lowered if
5
they agreed to the secession. Cranleigh*s officers held out until
23rd May, 1836 when the guardians asked the central authority to
decide the issue one way or the other.^ Although both dissident
parishes obeyed the central authority’s instructions to send elected
7
representatives to board meetings,' the Ewhtucst parishioners renewed
8their demands for separation in 1837* Their hopes were dashed,
however, by the central authority’s ruling that no change in the
constitution of the union could take place unless a majority of
9
guardians were in favour.
1 Ibid.
2 Ibid; see pp 33^67 ^ .
3 C. Mott to the PLCs ; pro MH12 12370/12715/3 December 1836.
4 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/327a/3 February 1836.
5 Rev. L. V. Eliot to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/966a/l1 May 1836.
6 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12378/1396a/23 May 1836.
7 The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12370/1396a/25 May 1836.
8 Ewhurst Parish to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/777e</38 January 1837*
9 The PLCs to Ewhurst Parish: PRO MH12 12370/777a/9 February 1837.
The passage of the New Poor Law created considerable opposition
in the Chertsey area. In May 1835* Thomas Hatch, the Vicar of
Walton-on-Thames, informed the Commissioners that ’The Poor of this
Parish are at this moment in a considerable state of excitement’,
and enclosed a poster denouncing ’The Degrading, Cruel, Unnatural,
Expensive, Illegal, Workhouse System of Relief’ and calling on all
ratepayers to oppose its imposition. The central authority
recommended that the author of the poster be identified and
2indicted for inciting a breach of the peace.
In September, localised rioting took place at Byfleet where the 
overseer’s house was attacked and its windows broken. However, 
these angry labourers were not made of the stuff of revolutionaries 
and were quickly reduced to obedience by the arrival of two police 
officers.^ Nevertheless, with the 1830 revolt fresh in their 
memories, the local landowners were thoroughly alarmed by this 
demonstration of hostility to the new law. When it was decided to 
place able-bodied labourers in Chobham workhouse, the local land­
owners and ratepayers wrote to the central authority in protest, 
pointing out that they had no means of quelling a disturbance
5
there being no ’Yeomanry or Military in the vicinity.* In an effort
to reassure them, the Commissioners promised that care would be
£
taken to protect ’the interests of the Parishioners.’
In spite of ’many rumours and stories about the intention of
the labourers to revolt,* Mott met the Chertsey landowners and
' 7ratepayers and persuaded them to agree to the creation of a union.
1 Rev. T. Hatch to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12143/6383a/4 May 1835.
2 The PLCs to Rev. T. Hatch: PRO MH12 12143/6383a/6 May 1837.
3  J. Wightwick Esq. to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12143/10226/24 September
1836.
4 Ibid.
5 Chobham Parish to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12143/13388a/24 December
1835.
6 The PLCs to Chobham Parish: PRO MH12 12143/13388a/ 5 January
1836.
7 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12143/10328a/27-September 1835.
He insisted that the area was ’remarkably quiet’ and refused to 
take the local residents* fears seriously. Moreover, he was not at 
all impressed by the guardians* behaviour and warned the Commissioners 
that they would need careful watching if they were to be ’kept up to 
the mark*, as indeed proved to be the case.
Mott experienced no difficulties with the landowners and
guardians of the old Gilbert TJnion at Reigate and was able to
inform the Commissioners in December 1835 that sixteen parishes
2
had agreed to incorporation. The order establishing the union was
z
issued in February 1836. On the other hand there were ’strong
prejudices against the Poor Law Amendment Act* in the Guildford area^
where Mott expected *very considerable opposition,* However, he was
encouraged by the attitude of the leading magistrates and. found that
the local residents* objections ’melted away.*^ The constitution of
the new union was declared on 11th April, 1836. At Epsom, Mott
found *a general feeling* in favour of the New Poor Law and a
union of fifteen parishes was set up in May 1836. At Kingston, the
only opposition to Mott’s proposals came from the Hampton ratepayers
who feared that they would have to pay a toll every time one of
7
their paupers crossed Kingston bridge to enter the workhouse,' Mott 
insisted on the parish joining the proposed -union as it had badly 
neglected its poor in the past. No sooner was the meeting over than 
the Wimbledon representatives announced that they wanted to join
g
Wandsworth and Clapham TJnion.
1 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12143/l2392a/l December 1835.
2 C. Mott to the PLGsi PRO MH12 12575/714a/? December 1835.
3 The PLCs to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12575/1326a/3 February 1836.
4 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/776a/lO December 1835.
5 Ibid.
6 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12335/3088a/8 March 1836.
7 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/3085a/7 March 1836.
8 Ibid.
Even though Wimbledon Vestry made their wishes known to the 
1
central authority, the parish was included in the union when its 
constitution was declared on 4th June, 1836.
Initially, the magistrates and ratepayers of the Dorking area
2supported the creation of a union, but no sooner had its con­
stitution been declared than the Effingham overseers protested 
against their inclusion on the grounds that they had been divided 
at the time of Mott's meeting as to whether they should join Epsom 
or Dorking Union, They pointed out that communications with Dorking 
were almost impossible during wet weather and that it was unlikely 
that the relieving and medical officers would be able to cross
Ranmore Common during the winter months whereas there was an
3
excellent turnpike to Epsom,' Although sympathetic, the Commissioners
pointed out that there was nothing they could do unless two-thirds of
the guardians in both unions were prepared to approve the transfer,^-
Similarly, and equally unsuccessfully, the Ewhurst ratepayers applied
5
to join Dorking Union in 1837#
The Richmond property owners and ratepayers presented Mott with 
no problems and the union's constitution was declared on 6th June, 
1836, The only complaints received by the central authority 
concerned the lavishness of the relief provided. One of the local 
residents, Timothy Tyrell, complained that the inmates of the work­
house were better fed than 'boys at public school* and did very 
little work, 'This I submit', wrote Tyrell, 'cannot be for the 
benefit of the moral character of the labourer, ' 1 The vestry's
'mistaken humanity* had, he argued, made Richmond 'the resort of 
.8paupers.'
1 Wimbledon Vestry to the PLCs* PRO MH12 12389/3259a/lO March
1836.
2 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/indecipherable/Damp 1836.
3 Effingham Parish to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/5884a/l2 December
1836.
4 The PLCs to Effingham Parish: PRO MH12 12219/5884a/22 December
1836.
5 Ewhurst Parish to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/l504a/l6 February
1837.
6 T. Tyrell to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12597/3994a/24 February 1835,
7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
A*Court and Mott failed in their efforts to set up unions in
only one area of Surrey, Famham. As soon as it became known that
A*Court was about to visit the area, *the Lovers of Liberty* held
a meeting of their own and drew up a petition against *the
enslaving New Poor Law* * On being informed, the Commissioners
decided not to intervene but handed over the negotiations to Charles 
2
Mott* Mott, however, was no more successful than A*Court and 
complained in 1836 that *the refusal of the guardians of a small 
Gilbert union incorporation at Ash *..*• to give their consent to 
its dissolution, had prevented the completion of his work in Surrey,* 
Mott’s difficulties with Gilbert Act incorporations were duplicated 
throughout the country^- and in their fourth report, the Commissioners 
warned that they would be unable to complete the unionisation of the 
country as long as these incorporations continued to resist
5
dissolution.
By 1842, there were already signs that many of the ratepayers
in the Ash Incorporation would have welcomed a change in the
existing arrangements, Frimley’s parish officers petitioned the
£
central authority to be ’placed under the New Poor Law* and the 
central authority sent Assistant Commissioner Weale to verify the 
accuracy of their representations. He confirmed that this was the 
genuine wish of ’the influential and respectable portion of the
7
inhabitants of the Ash Incorporation.’ Unfortunately, the majority 
of the ratepayers of the Famham and Ash Incorporations did not share 
these desires and Farnham continued under its former arrangements 
until the passage of 7 and 8 Victoria c101 gave the central authority 
the power to dissolve local act incorporations without the consent of 
two-thirds of the guardians.
1 A. A’Court to the PLCss PRO MH12 12270/1506A/28 May 1836.
2 T h e PLCs to A. A’Court: PRO MH12.12270/1506A/1 June 1836.
3 C. E. Mott’s Report,iPLCs (1836), p 326.
4 Lipman V. D., Local Government Areas. 1834-1945 (Oxford 1949) 
PP 45-9*
5 S PLCs (1839), P 4.
6 Frimley Parish to the PLCss PRO MH12 12270/no no./l April 1842,
7 R. Weale to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12270/no no. / 6  April 1842.
Even then, the central authority experienced considerable 
opposition from the Famham ratepayers who presented them with a
-j
huge petition opposing the creation of a union in February 1846.
Undeterred, Granville Pigott, the new district Assistant Commissioner,
advised the Commissioners to incorporate Famham, Frensham, Frimley,
2
Aldershot and Dockenfield parishes* The necessary instructions
x
were issued on 28th February, 1846 and implemented even though the
Famham churchwardens and overseers sent the central authority
La
another monster petition opposing the decision* Ash Incorporation, 
on the other hand, remained intact until the passage of 31 and 32 
Victoria c122, s*4 conferred on the Poor Law Board the power to 
dissolve peremptorily Gilbert Act parishes and unions* As a result 
of this legislation, the parishes of Ash and Seale were added to 
Famham Union*
On the whole, Charles Mott succeeded in creating remarkably 
stable unions in the Surrey area. However, even he was dissatisfied 
with some of his work. In 1837* for example, he suggested that 
Godstone and Reigate Unions should amalgamate. He had been aware 
for some time of the deficiencies of Godstone Union and observed in
1
1835 ’This Union is purely agricultural, there is no town in it.*
1C
Its total population of 7*367 was spread over 42,940 acres. Godstone
Guardians rejected the idea on the grounds that fthe distances which
the Guardians would have to go to the place of Meeting and other
local causes* would ’deprive Parishes of the regular attendance of
their Guardians.* In the meantime, Reigate Guardians accepted the
suggestion on the Assistant Commissioner*s assurance that this was
7the wish of their Godstone colleagues.' However, when the Reigate
1 Famham Parish to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12270/1057a/28 February 1846.
2 G. Pigott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12270/1887a/l7 February 1846.
3 The PLCs to Famham Parish, etc.: PRO MH12 12270/1887a/
28 February 1846.
4 Famham Parish to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12270/3121a/3 March 1846.
5 C. Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12314/3382/30 September 1834.
6 KR0 BG5/11/1, p 279 - 3 March 1837.
7 KR0 BG9/11/1, p 95 - 22 February 1837.
Guardians wrote to Godstone*s formalising the offer, they were left
in  no doubt th a t the l a t t e r  d id not consider the proposed merger
-|
*a des irab le  measure,*
Godalming .was another area which caused considerable d i f f ic u l t ie s ,
Erom the very beginning i t s  churchwardens and overseers had opposed
the idea o f a merger w ith  G uild ford , but presumably Mott persuaded
them to  accept the plan fo r  the time being as he claimed th a t th e ir  
« 2objections had melted away, * However, as soon as the new union was
established the Godalming ratepayers p e titio n ed  the c e n tra l a u th o rity
3
fo r  permission to.secede, The Commissioners re jec ted  th e ir  p e t it io n
as, they declared, there were no reasonable grounds fo r  acceding to
i t , ^  When the Godalming ratepayers renewed th e ir  demands in  1837,
Charles Mott argued th a t the root o f the problem la y  in  the two areas*
d if fe re n t  p o l i t ic a l  a f f i l ia t io n s :  Godalming, he asserted, was a w e ll
known Radical and Whig centre w hile G uildford was a Tory stronghold.
Although p o l i t ic a l  d ifferences o f th is  kind caused s im ila r  d i f f ic u l t ie s
in  many other counties, the Godalming-Guildford Whig-Tory clash seems
to  have been unique in  ru ra l Surrey, However, Assistant Commissioner
W, H, T, Hawley declared th a t p o l i t ic a l  con fic ts  were *the main
cause para lyzing  the working o f the law* and indeed were * equal to  a l l
6other causes combined,*
In  the years th a t fo llow ed, G uildford and Hambledon Guardians 
constantly considered plans to  assuage the discontent f e l t  by th e ir  
o u tly in g  parishes. In  1845* the Poor Law Commissioners received a 
p e t it io n  from the ratepayers o f Cranleigh and Ewhurst requesting th a t  
they be allowed to  tra n s fe r  from Hambledon to  G uildford Union on the
7
grounds th a t the workhouse was too f a r  away : they claimed th a t
1 KRO BG9/11/1, P 100 -  15 March 1837.
2 C. Mott to  the PLCs : PRO MH12 12332/776a/lO  December 1835.
3 Godalming.Parish to  the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/1522A/20 May 1836.
4 The PLCs to  Godalming Parish: PRO MH12 12332/1522A/1 June 1836.
5 C. Mott to  the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/4641a/2 June 1837.
6 W. H. T. Hawley to  the PLCs: PRO MH32/76/13 March 1836. See
Eraser D ., *The Poor Law as a P o li t ic a l  In s t itu t io n * ,  in  
Eraser D. (e d ), The New Poor Law in  the Nineteenth Century 
(London 1976), pp 111-127.
7 Cranley and Ewhurst Ih rishes to  the PLCs: PRO M H l^ /l2371/4131a*/ 
9 A p r il  1845.
Ewhurst was fourteen miles away from Hambledon and that much of
Cranleigh was between ten and twelve miles distant; that the roads
were impassable in winter; that the Hambledon workhouse was too
small to accommodate all applicants for relief and that it was
already exceeding the legally established quota. The Poor Law
2Commissioners promised to look into the matter further, but almost
immediately found themselves enmeshed in the struggle between
3
Hambledon and Guildford for control of Godalming.
Assistant Commissioner Parker pointed out that Hambledon
Guardians were prepared to accept Godalming and that Guildford
workhouse was too small to cope with the number of paupers seeking
admission. In Parkerfs estimation, the separation of Godalming from
the union would make expensive extensions to Guildford workhouse
unnecessary.^ However, in his analysis, he failed to mention that
Hambledon workhouse was already badly overcrowded. Nevertheless,
5
W. H. T. Hawley supported Parker^ and the central authority went 
ahead and approached the Guildford Guardians,^ only to be met with
7
angry protests. The guardians complained because, they alleged, 
they had not been consulted previously; pointed out that the 
Commissioners had forced Godalming and Guildford to unite in the 
first place; and claimed that separation would be a financial
0
disaster for the union as. Godalming yielded, a quarter of its revenue.
Paced by this mare,s nest, Gianville Pigott, the new district
Assistant Commissioner for Surrey, advised the central authority to
do nothing until the fate of the Gilbert Unions at Ash, Headley and
9Parnborough had been decided.
1 Cranleigh and Ewhurst Parishes to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/4529a/ 
15 A^ril 1845*
2 The PLCs to Cranleigh and Ewhurst Parishes: PRO MH12 12371/4529a/
2 May 1845*
3 H. W. Parker to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12355/8466a/4 July 1845*
4 Ibid.
5 W. H. T. Hawley to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12355/9129a/27 July 1845*
6 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12355/9129a/26 July 1845*
7 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12335/9554^/ 6 August 1845.
8 Ibid.
9 G. Pigott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12335/13715a/2 December 1845*
In 1846, Pigott launched a devastating attack on the condition
of Hambledon workhouse and recommended that Cranleigh and Ewhurst
be transferred to Guildford Union* Shalford and St. Martha were
also to be exchanged if they so desired. The central authority,
confident at last that they had the answer to this irritating
problem informed Guildford Guardians that they intended to exchange
2
the parishes forthwith. Colonel Pigott then attended a board 
meeting, at Godstone and recommended the transfer of Cranleigh, 
Ewhurst, Shalford and St* Martha to Guildford Union. A motion to 
this effect was introduced by Sir Henry Austen and seconded by Lord 
Grantley, two leading ex-officio guardians, but failed to obtain any 
support. Hambledon Guardians were prepared to receive Godalming but 
not to lose their own parishes.^ They claimed that at the time of 
their incorporation, Charles Mott had promised them that the 
constituent members of the old Gilbert Union would never be 
separated; this was a specious argument, however, as Ewhurst and 
Cranleigh had never been members of that union. Guildford Guardians, 
on the other hand, were prepared to accept the plan.
Exasperated by this intractable problem, Pigott told the 
Hambledon Guardians in May 1846 that they were faced by three 
alternatives: they could either enlarge and improve their existing 
workhouse, build a new one or transfer their discontented parishes 
to Guildford in return for Godalming. This produced a negative 
response: Lord Grantley moved on 1st June *that under the existing 
circumstances it is expedient that no step should at present be 
taken either as to any building or alteration of the Workhouse or
as to any alteration of the Parishes now constituting this union*;
7
the motion was carried unanimously. The board of guardians sent
1 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12335/2208a/26 February 1846.
2 KRO BG6/11/&, p 138 - 14 March I846.
3 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 1237l/3058a/l7 March 1846.
4 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12335/3436a/23 M a r c h  1846.
5 Ibid.
6 KRO BG7/11/2, p 201 - 16 March 1846.
7 KRO BG7/11/2, p 221 - 1 June I846.
a delegation to the Poor Law Commissioners to convey their decision 
in person. Consequently, nothing was done and Pigott reported that 
the situation was still unresolved when he visited the workhouse in 
1847* In fact, both Hambledon and Guiilford Unions remained almost 
unchanged throughout the period; the only alteration being the 
addition of Puttenham Parish to Guildford Union on the dissolution
T.
of the Ash Incorporation in 1869#
1 Ibid.
2 G. Pigott*s ms report: PEG MH12 12372/4933a/ 15 March 1847*
3 KRO BG6/11/17* p 3 - 26 June 1869.
(b) THE INTRODUCTION OF CENTRAL MIXED WORKHOUSES IN SURREY
The Poor Law Report of 1834 called for the provision of ’well 
regulated workhouses*’ Nicholls, Nassau Senior and Ghadwick hoped 
that indoor paupers would be assigned to a series of specialist 
institutions which would be entirely independent of each other* At 
least four kinds of establishment were originally envisaged to cater 
for the needs of the aged and infirm, children, able-bodied females.
-j
and able-bodied males*
The authors of the Report argued ’Each class might thus receive
an appropriate treatment; the old might enjoy their indulgences
without torment from the boisterous; the children be educated; and
the able-bodied subjected to such courses of labour and discipline
2
as will repel the indolent and vicious* * The Assistant Commissioners 
were ordered to discover to what extent existing poorhouses could be
3
’made useful for only one class of paupers*
None of the Surrey Guardians gave really serious consideration
to this proposal. Admittedly, the Chertsey Board examined the
possibility of developing Chertsey, Chobham and Walton workhouses
as specialist institutions in 1835*^ However, they decided to
build *a new Workhouse in a Central Situation for the general
purposes of the Union* because of ’the comparative expence of
altering the three workhouses*’ For a time the guardians wavered
in face of vociferous local opposition to their scheme, and in
January 1836 discussed the possibility of adapting Walton for the
use of the able-bodied men and women, Chobham for the old and infirm
6and Chertsey for the boys and girls, but on 2nd February they
7
resolved to build a new workhouse and stood by their decision even
0
though many Chertsey ratepayers petitioned them not to proceed*
r
1 The 1834 Poor Law Report, p 307.
2 Ibid.
3 1 PLCs (1835), p 16.
4 KRO BG1/11/1, p 6 - 24 November 1835*
5 KRO BG1/11/1, p 14 - 29 December 1835*
6 KRO BG1/11/1, p 20 - 19 January I836*
7 KRO BG1/11/1, p 26 - 2 February 1836.
8 KRO BG1/11/1, p 54 - 5 April 1836.
Dorking Guardians seem to have been certain from the beginning
that their existing poorhouses at Abinger, Capel and Dorking needed
*1
replacing by a large, new central workhouse. However, nothing 
was done to implement their decision from 1836 to 1838 so it 
appears, in the absence of further evidence, that the Commissioners 
persuaded them to wait and see whether they could cope with the new 
situation. In 1838, however, the Master of the Dorking institution 
presented a devastating account of the defects of the Houses and 
the guardians brought in an independent surveyor to examine the
buildings; his report confirmed the accuracy of the master's
2
criticisms, and suggested that at least £1,475 would have to be
spent to effect the necessary repairs and improvements. When the
guardians approached the central authority for permission to raise
the necessary capital,^ Assistant Commissioner Mott advised the
5Commissioners to sanction the request. In the event, the board 
decided to build an entirely new central workhouse on the grounds 
that it was almost impossible to implement the Commission's 
regulations while operating two separate workhouses, and stood by
7
this decision in spite of the local ratepayers' powerful opposition.
Epsom Guardians decided in 1836 to use their four existing 
workhouses as specialist institutions until such time as they could
g
complete the construction of a central workhouse. For the time 
being, able-bodied men and boys of thirteen and over were lodged at
1 KRO BG2/11/1, pp 10-11 - 30 June 1836.
2 KRO BG2/11/1, pp 273-4 - 8 February 1838.
3 KRO BG2/11/1, pp 283-4 - 22 February 1838.
4 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/2147a/26 February 1838.
5 Mott's recommendation was written on the back of the above.
6 KRO BG2/11/1, p 304 - 22 March 1838.
7 Ratepayers of Dorking to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/3773^/
9 April 1838 and Ratepayers of Dorking to the PLCs: PRO MH12 
12219/4341a/24 April 1838.
8 KRO BG3/11/1, p 14 - 22 June 1836.
Epsom workhouse; girls of under sixteen and boys of under thirteen
at Carshalton; aged and infirm men at Leatherhead; aged and infirm
women at Ewell; while the able-bodied women were distributed among
1
the four institutions.
At Famham, Assistant Commissioner Ash A*Court tried to convince 
the Poor Law officials and ratepayers of the need for specialist 
institutions at a public meeting, but they insisted that their
p
Gilbert House was quite sufficient for their needs.
Charles Mott, who took over responsibility for the Surrey area
from A*Court, found the Godstone Guardians determined to build a
new workhouse, but managed to put them off the project for a time
by pointing out that the central authority would only be prepared
to sanction such projects in * peculiar circumstances.* He
x
suggested that they extend Blechingley workhouse instead.
Initially the board of guardians accepted his advice and then 
arranged for their paupers to be accommodated in Reigate workhouse.^ 
This arrangement continued until 1838 when Reigate Guardians were 
compelled by the great increase in local applications for the House
5
to terminate the agreement. Rather reluctantly, Godstone Guardians 
decided to buy the Blechingley site and enlarge the existing 
buildings.^ The Poor Law Commissioners agreed to this plan and the
7
work was put in hand.'
Although Assistant Commissioners Mott and Hawley felt that the 
workhouses at Godalming. and Worplesdon were capable of accommodating 
all Guildford*s paupers, the guardians insisted on seeking permission
1 KRO BG3/11/1, p 30 - 20 July 1836.
2 A. A*Court to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12270/455a/l May 1835.
3 KRO BG5/11/1, p 3i *" 20 November 1835 (p.r. is not a typing error).
4 KRO BG5/11/1, p 106 - 6 May 1836.
5 KRO BG5/11/2, p 45 - 26 February 1838.
6 KRO BG5/11/1, P 75 - 6 April 1838.
7 KRO BG5/11/2, p 97 - 11 May 1838.
1
to erect an entirely new,workhouse at Merrow. At first, the
2
central authority agreed, hut then, on the advice of the two
Assistant Commissioners suggested that the guardians make do with
3
their existing institutions. The guardians, however, stubbornly
maintained that they wanted a new central workhouse while the
5 6central authority, backed up by Hawley, favoured the development
of the Godalming institution which was already capable of accommodating
several hundred paupers, Robert Moline of Godalming provided the key
to the controversy when he complained that the argument arose out of
the Guildford Guardians* prejudice against Godalming. frustrated
by the Commissioners* opposition, the Guildford representatives
threatened to resign en masse unless the central authority acceded
8to their demands. Assistant Commissioner Hawley observed that 
although their reasons were inadmissable, the guardians were
9
’extremely touchy and inflammable* and needed careful handling.
Consequently, the Commissioners decided to postpone a decision and
give everybody time to cool down; they counselled the board to make
10do with its existing workhouses for the time being.
This attempt at diplomacy did not satisfy the guardians who
immediately reiterated their demands, adding a warning that once
the harvest was over able-bodied labourers would be flocking into 
11the workhouses. Once again, Assistant Commissioner Hawley
1 Guildford TJnion to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/1076a/l4 May 1836.
2 The PLCs to Guildford TJnion: PRO MH12 12332/1076a/l3 June 1836.
3 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12332/2125a/l2 July 1836.
4 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/2533a/l6 July 1836.
5 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12332/2146a/22 July 1836.
6 W. H. T. Hawley to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/2533a/21 July 1836.
7 R. Moline to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/2580a/l6 July 1836.
8 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12/12332/2678/25 July 1836.
9 W. H. T. Hawley to the PLCs: note on the back of the above,
10 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12332/2678a/l0 August 1836.
11 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/3287a/20 August 1836.
intervened, advising the Commissioners to remain firm and to do no
1more than authorise.the extension of the Worplesdon workhouse,
pFor the second time, the Commissioners followed his advice and 
excited further discontent among the guardians who continued to 
demand permission to erect a new workhouse although they now 
suggested that it should be built on the Worplesdon site instead of 
at Merrow. On this occasion, Hawley informed the Commissioners 
that he did not feel he could comment on the new suggestion without 
first consulting his colleague, Charles Mott.^  In the meantime, 
the board of guardians forwarded their plans and specifications
5
for the new workhouse to the central authority. Ground down by 
the guardians* persistance, the Commissioners gave way and
g
sanctioned the scheme. As a result, the Guildford Guardians were 
able to emulate their neighbours* policy and erect a purpose-built 
central workhouse and vacate their existing institutions. It was 
a signal victory for local pride and prejudice over the central 
authority’s clearly stated policy.
Fortunately, Reigate Guardians provided the central authority 
with no such problems; they already possessed an excellent workhouse 
at Redhill and merely required the Commissioners* authority to 
carry out *such alterations as may appear necessary for the class-
7
ification of paupers under the Rules of the Poor Law.* The
Richmond workhouse was also completely satisfactory and only needed
minor alterations to enable it to meet the central authority’s 
8specifications. The same was true of Hambledon workhouse which was
1 Note dated 26 August 1836 on the back of the document previously
, . referred to-
2 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12332/3287a/2o August 1836.
3 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/1380c/21 February 1837
4 W. H. T. Hawley to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/1502c/23 February 1837
5 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/1574c/28 February 1837
6 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12332/1574c/21 March 1837.
7 KRO BG9/11/1, p 3 - 13 April 1836.
8 KRO BG10/11/1, p 113 - 16 March 1837*
-1
already large enough to accommodate the local paupers. Minor 
works were instituted such as the construction of a stable, and
a series of high walls to divide the yard into separate airing
2 3areas. Later, a pest house was added,J
The central mixed workhouse was adopted by unions all over 
southern England, In August 1835# Sir Erancis Head reported that 
’with the exception of Romney Marsh, the whole of East Kent 
is now grouped into compact unions ,,,,,. all have voluntarily 
adopted for their workhouse the same low, cheap, homely building,
Most boards of guardians did not consider that it was necessary to 
build or maintain expensive separate establishments in order to 
fulfil the terms of the New Poor Law, As the Guardians of 
Westhampnett, Sussex, pointed out 'There could not be the same 
diligent supervision of the management of the House, the same 
attention to the treatment of the inmates nor the same regularity 
of accounts as there might be if the whole establishment were
5
concentrated under one roof, *J This point was also made by the
6Chertsey and Dorking Guardians,
Moreover, it soon became clear that the concept of separate 
specialist institutions conflicted with other principles laid down 
by the New Poor Law, It had been decided, for instance, that no 
individual should be admitted unless his.whole family entered the 
workhouse at the same time. In addition, such arrangements militated 
against the swift discharge of paupers when job opportunities arose - 
there could be an embarrassing delay while the family was being
7
reassembled from distant institutions.
1 KRO BG7/11/1# P 10 - 16 May 1836.
2 KRO BG7/11/1, p 3 - 18 April I836.
3 KRO BG7/11/1, P 11 - 16 May 1836.
4 1 PLCs (1835)# p 16.
5 Report of Westhampnett Union, 14 March 1836, H of C paper, No 108,
1838.
6 KRO BG1/11/1, p 14 - 29 December 1835 and KRO BG2/11/1, p 304 - 
22 March 1838.
7 See Webb S. and B., English Poor Law History: Part II: The Last
Hundred Years: vol. I (London 1929; reissued 1963)# PP 113-116.
This volume to be referred to hereafter as Webb S. and B,, English
Poor Law History.
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In practical terms, separate institutions would have been 
unsatisfactory for Poor Law units the size of the Surrey Unions.
The houses dealing with the able-bodied would have been half empty 
for the majority of the year and yet staffs would have had to be 
retained and buildings maintained. On the other hand, the 
implementation of some such policy would have made the adoption of 
district schools and infirmaries a much simpler task in the years 
to come.
Once the decision had been made to adopt central mixed work­
houses, the Surrey Unions got down to either erecting purpose-built 
institutions or adapting their existing establishments. At 
Chertsey, the guardians appointed Mr. Sampson Kempthome as their 
architect on the Commissioners* recommendation. Unfortunately, the
builders got well behind with their work and had to be threatened
2
with legal action. VJhen the guardians took over the buildings, 
they found that they could only accommodate 150 paupers instead of 
200 as Kempthome had promised. However, their complaints fell on 
deaf ears • ^ In the years that followed various improvements and
extensions were necessary. In 1829* itch and refractory wards were
>7
c ^
added, followed by a detached infirmary. By 1850 the building
was no longer big enough to accommodate all applicants for relief
so extensions were erected which increased its capacity from 250 to
8 9326 paupers. New reception wards and workshops were added in 1864
and further living quarters in 1869-70 which raised its maximum
10capacity from 326 to 360, excluding infirmary accommodation.
1 KRO BG1/11/1, p 18 - 12 January 1836. See Wildman R. * Workhouse 
Architecture* in Langmate N., The Workhouse (London 1974)
pp 286-291•
2 KRO BG1/11/1, p 134. - 27 September 1836.
3 KRO BG1/11/1, p 230 - 23 May 1837.
4 Ibid.
5 KRO BG1/11/2, p 79 - 25 June 1839.
6 KRO BG1/11/2, p 99 - 20 August 1839.
7 KRO BG1/11/5, p 24 - 12 March 1850.
8 KRO BG1/11/5, p 189 - 30 December 1851.
9 KRO BG1/11/8, p 98 - 22 March 1864.
10 KRO BG1/11/10, p 131 - 28 March 1870.
-I
Dorking Guardians chose a Mr. Shearman as their architect and
placed the actual construction of the workhouse in the hands of a
local "builder called Hide. When Hide failed to complete his 
2
contract on time, the guardians applied to the Commissioners for 
3
help. Eventually, the buildings were declared to be fit for 
habitation in August 1841.^
The construction of the Epsom workhouse was marked by almost
continuous controversy. The Poor Law Commissioners objected to
the plans drawn up by Mr. Edward Mason of Ipswich as.they were in
3
the form of *a double cross.* George Gilbert Scott, probably the
£
most famous workhouse architect and adviser to the Commissioners, 
attacked the division of the workhouse into two separate blocks on
7
the grounds that this violated the principle of centralisation.
g
The board of guardians vehemently rejected these criticisms and 
sent a delegation led by Henry Gosse and the Baron de Teissier, 
two leading ex-officios, to the Commissioners to plead their case. 
Presumably, they succeeded in overcoming their objections as Thomas 
Butcher of Guildford was employed to construct the workhouse in
Q
September 1836. In June 1837* the architect was authorised to
10proceed against the builder for non-fulfilment of contract;
11eventually, Butcher paid the guardians £150 damages. This
disaster was quickly followed by the architect's flight to New 
12South Wales. It quickly became obvious that the workhouse
1 KRO BG2/11/1, p 331 - 17 May 1838.
2 KRO BG2/11/2, p 204 - 4 February 1841.
3 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12220/1224a/4 February 1841.
4 KRO BG2/11/2, p 243 - 23 August 1841.
5 KRO BG3/11/1, pp 33-6 - 27 July 1836.
6 Wildman S., Workhouse Architecture* in Longmate N./, op. cit., 
pp 286-291.
7 The PLCs to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 1 2 2 3 5 / 3 1 July I836.
8 KRO BG3/11/1, pp 54-5 - 24 August I836.
9 KRO BG3/11/1, p 73 - 28 September I836.
10 KRO BG3/11/1, p 216-20 June 1837.
11 KRO BG3/11/2, p 58 - 27 June I838.
12 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/10926A/13 December 1838,
buildings were full of defects which were to cost the Union dear 
throughout the rest of the period. In the meantime, Mason*s 
partners, his father and his brother, agreed to make good the 
defects by building a new laundry, 50 new windows, *a considerable 
number of new drains*, and several new fireplaces at an estimated 
cost of £939 14s Od; in actuality the cost of these additions 
exceeded £2,000 by February 1839*^
The old Gilbert workhouse at Famham remained untouched until
2
the new union was formed in I846. Then, rather than go to the
expense of building a new House, the guardians decided to renovate
and improve the existing establishment at an estimated cost of
£2,000 as well as putting the Aldershot workhouse in readiness to
3
receive their pauper children. Colonel Pigott, the district 
Assistant Commissioner, thought the guardians* plans too ambitious, 
pointing out that the proposed infirmary would occupy a quarter of 
the building instead of the ’customary sixth*; moreover, he thought
A
that only half the proposed number of privies was necessary. The
rebuilding took much longer than expected and the institution was
5
not completed until February 1848.
After the central authority agreed to Godstone Guardians
6purchasing the site and buildings at Blechingley, they appointed
7a Mr. Whichcord to design the extensions. The resulting workhouse 
was so poorly constructed that in 1844* Assistant Commissioner
1 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/^ 783/6 February 1839*
2 See Chapter II pp "7*?- 2)
3 Farnham Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12270/89539/23 July 1846.
4 Signed note on the back of the above; an ironical development
considering what was to follow in the 1860s (see Chapter II, 
PP7<?-£|)
5 The PLB to Famham Union: PRO MH12 12270/6229/28 February 1848.
6 KRO BG5/11/2, p 97 - 11 May 1838.
7 Ibid.
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H. W, Barker recommended that an independent surveyor he appointed
-j
to examine the structure. On receiving the guardians* criticisms,
John Whichcord agreed to make restitution if independent experts
2
decided that he was in error. Henry Garling carried out the 
subsequent survey and produced a devastating report: the building 
stone was porous and of the poorest quality; the sand used in the 
cement was too soft and too fine; the functional walls were not 
thick enough and wide cracks were appearing in them. In fact, 
although he was not prepared to say that the buildings were 
uninhabitable, he warned that they would need underpinning in the 
near future. Nothing was done to correct these defects and in 
October 1845*(Barker noted that the schools were ’settling*.^ The 
central authority was so worried by his report that they contacted 
the board of guardians demanding to know whether the buildings were
5
safe. The chairman of the board replied that he could not guarantee
£
this without another survey. Henry Garling was employed once more 
and reported that the stone walls were disintegrating but repeated
7
his opinion that the buildings could be saved by underpinning.
The Commissioners put it to the guardians that the buildings should
8be demolished, but the board was not prepared to go to the expense
9
of erecting a new workhouse. Reluctantly, the central authority
accepted their decision and gave permission for the defective
10buildings to be restored. A board of referees was set up to assess
1 H. W. Barker to the BLCs: BRO MH12 12315/2845a/l2 March 1844.
2 J. Whichcord to the BLCs: BRO MH12 12315/3251a/l4 March 1844.
3 H. Garling to the BLCs: BRO MH12 12315/4220a/4 April 1844.
4 H. W. Barker to the BLCs: BRO MH12 12315/12231a/21 October 1845.
3 The BLCs to Godstone Union: BRO MH12 12315/l2231a/23 October 1845.
6 Godstone Union to the BLCs: BRO MH12 12315/12231a/31 October 1845.
7 H. Garling to the BLCs: BRO MH12 12315/12231a/6 November 1845.
8 The BLCs to Godstone Union: BRO MH12 12315/12785a/l0 November
1845.
9 Godstone Union to the BLCs: BRO MH12 12315/13160a/l7 November
1845;
10 The BLCs to Godstone Union: BRO MH12 12315/l3l60a/20 November
1845.
1 ? Whichcord's culpability and finally awarded the Union £120 damages,
*
In the end, the schools had to be demolished^ and new fever wards 
built,^ in spite of considerable repairs and additions, Godstone 
workhouse remained the poorest in Surrey,
As we have seen, the Guildford Guardians only obtained the 
central authority's permission to build a new central workhouse
t;
after a long and acrimonious struggle,^ Having won that particular 
battle, the guardians completed their triumph by insisting that 
their new establishment be built at Stoke instead of at Worplesdon 
as had been originally agreed,^ The central authority sanctioned 
this and the new workhouse, which was completed in July 1838,^ 
received the inmates of the two older institutions a few weeks 
later,®
Hambledon workhouse only required minor alterations to meet
9
the central authority's specifications,
Reigate workhouse on the other hand was enlarged and repaired
10at a cost of £2,000 under the direction of Mr, Kempthome, In
1839* the guardians had a new kitchen, washhouse and laundry built
11and the infirmary enlarged on the advice of the master. Further
accommodation was built in 1844 at a cost of £2,400, There were no
12changes or additions thereafter for 25 years until 1871, when the
13guardians had to initiate major alterations.
1 KRO BG5/ll/5» P 329 - 2 January 1846.
2 KRO BG5/11/6, p 28 - 25 October 1846.
3 KRO BG5/11/5# P 329 - 2 January I846.
4 Godstone Union to the PLCs : PRO MH12 12 315/d2586a/6 November I846
5 See pp 16-4#.
6 KRO BG6/11/1, p 227 - 11 March 1837.
7 KRO BG6/11/2, p 118 - 14 July 1838,
8 KRO BG6/11/2, p 121 - 28 July 1838,
9 See pp 47-1#
10 KRO BG9/11/1, p 10 - 11 May I836.
11 KRO BG9/11/1, p 291 - 9 January 1837 and p 294 - 23 January 1837.
12 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12576/11026a/25 July 1844.
13 KRO BG9/11/9* PP 355-6 - 25 January 1871.
Very little was done to the fabric of Richmond workhouse between
1834 and 1871, It rarely contained any able-bodied inmates except
vagrants and little accommodation was provided for them until the
end of the period* Minor changes were periodically recorded in
1
the union minutes: gas lighting was installed in 1848 and the
porter's lodge, refractory ward, washhouses and outbuildings were 
2repaired in 1850.
1 KRO BG10/11/4, p 172 - 7 September 1848.
2 KRO BG10/11/4, p 418 - 1 August 1850.
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(c) THE OCCUPATIONAL PATTERN IN SURREY BETWEEN 1854 AMD 1871
Throughout the nineteenth century, agriculture remained Surrey’s
largest industry although the county did not stand among the leading
innovators in agricultural technique. On the contrary, Arthur
Young declared after journeying from Famham to Guildford, ’I do
2not find the county productive or advanced in farming’ while 
W, Stevenson reported that ’Surrey appears to be behind most other 
counties in the proportion which the land which has been enclosed 
and brought into cultivation bears to the whole surface of the
3
county.’' Indeed by 1801, when the general act facilitating 
enclosure was passed, only 7t702 acres of heathland, 4,900 acres 
of commons and 2,700 acres of open fields had been enclosed. In 
spite of the much vaunted benefits acruing from enclosure - land 
values rose from 10s to 23s per acre - the Surrey farmers were slow 
to make use of the new legislation and, as Professor Slater has 
pointed out, only a little more than half the remaining open fields 
had been enclosed by 1873*^
The Claylands stretching from the Surrey-Berkshire borders to 
Kingston were arable and livestock country. Until 1810, Walton-on- 
Thames, Esher and Ewell were important for 'House lamb*
7
production. Much of the area was covered in heathland, some of 
which could be utilized while other parts like those around 
Blackheath were useless except for growing firs. Bagshot Heath, 
including Windlesham, Frimley and Chobham, produced only turf and
1 VCH of Surrey, IV, pp 455-4645 Brayley E. W.. A Topographical 
History of Surrey (London 1848) Vol. I, pp 55-60.
2 Quoted in Malden H.E. History of Surrey (London 1884) p 21.
3 Stevenson W,, A General View of the Agriculture of the County of 
Surrey (London 1813) p 142.
4 Slater G., The English Peasantry and the Enclosure of Common 
Fields (London 1907) p 144.
5 Ibid, pp 469
6 Ibid, p 37; by 1919* 3°»982 acres or 6.4 per cent of the total 
area of the county had been enclosed (ibid, p 144),
7 Stevenson W., op. cit., p 526; Brayley E. W., op. cit., Vol. I,
P 59.
peat. Nevertheless the local women managed to earn 3s a week by
•i
making besoms or by gathering blayberries and whortleberries.
The Wealden Clays which lay in a thick belt along the southern 
borders of the county were dotted with small farms whose principal 
crops were oats, wheat, beans and peas. As the supply of fodder 
was limited, there were few cattle. On the whole agriculture was 
backward in this areas the soil needed drainage and thorough liming 
which the tenant farmers could not afford; in consequence, fallowing 
was still common.
The Chalklands, which form a wedge between the London Clays and
the Lower Greensand, were given over to sheep raising and corn
production. During the early nineteenth century, Famham, which lay
at the westernmost point of the chalkland wedge, was a,famous trading
2
centre for com while Guildford was still an important sheep market.
Further to the south, wheat, barley and turnips constituted 20 to 
30 per cent of the recorded acreage while rye was often grown on the 
poorest and most acidic soils. Southdown sheep were fattened and 
calves reared for the London market.
The Bagshot Sands in the northwest of the county produced 
turnips, followed by barley, clover and wheat, while farmers in the 
sandy alluvium of the Wey and Mole river valleys produced valuable 
carrot crops for the London market.
Unfortunately, the Surrey labourers* wages were as low as the 
county's agricultural standards.^- Many farmers refused to pay 
realistic wages fearing that they would be encumbered with a
5
crushing wage bill should there be a sudden fall in demand for wheat.
1 Stevenson W., op. cit., p 459*
2 Manning F. E., op. cit., p 40.
3 Brayley E. W., op. cit,, Vol. I, p 59*
4 Manning F. E. (ed), Surrey Fast and Present (Reigate 197*0 P 40*
5 Hobsbaum E, J. and Rude' G,, Captain Swing (Harmondsworth ed.
1973) PP 71-87.
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Many found it cheaper to hire wage labourers than to board and feed 
farm servants. Moreover, cereal and hop growing minimised the need 
for regular all-the-year-round workers so that many were laid off 
during the quiet periods of the agricultural year. All this 
helped to sever the bond which had previously bound farmer and 
labourer together and led to the so-called proletarianization of
-j
the labourers** At the same time, it seems likely that many
parishes reduced the size of their Poor Law handouts. This decline
in conditions coupled with a series of bad harvests led in the late
summer of 1830 to the outbreak of what has been called *the Last
2Labourers Bevolt* in south and southeast England, Although the 
most spectacular incidents took place in Kent, Sussex and Hampshire, 
the Surrey labourers were also infected with the general sense of 
dissatisfaction. Indeed, some worried farmers at Cobham and Guildford 
started breaking up their threshing machines before the rioting 
began.
A farm at Portley near Caterham was set on fire on 23rd August, 
1830^ and served as the signal for a campaign of incendiarism at 
Godstone and Oxted in September and October. According to a 
contemporary, this was the work of unemployed labourers who were 
•averse to threshing.machines as also of strangers in that part of 
Surrey.* ^ Certainly, there was evidence that the bam containing 
the threshing machine at Portley was the first building to be fired, 
but in this case, the incident was unusual as machine breaking was 
not a characteristic of the Surrey disturbances.  ^ The belief that 
the incidents were the work of * strangers* was commonly heldi the 
Reigate magistrates declared that the fires were the work of *a
7
regular organised Body in London or thro* their instrumentality.*
1 Dutt M., *The Agricultural Labourers Revolt of 1830 in Kent, 
Surrey and Sussex* (PhD. thesis, London University 1966)
pp 127-8, 132-8.
2 Dutt M., op. cit., pp 127-8, 132-8.
Hammond J. L, and B., The Village Labourer (London, Guild Books 
edition, 1948) Vol. II, pp 41-128,
Hobsbaum E. J. and Rude G., op. cit., pp 71-87#
3 S;Ci on Agriculture,.PP 1833f V* p 613#
4 Hobsbaum E. J. and Rude G., op. cit., pp 72, 82.
5 PRO HO 52/10, letter dated 5 November 1830.
6 Hobsbaum E. J. and Rude G., op. cit., pp 71-2.
7 PRO HO 52/10, letter dated 19 October 1830.
The second week of November saw fires at Kingston, Byfleet, Egham,
i
Cobham, Guildford, Albury, Capel, Epsom, Carshalton and Qxted.
The first outbreak of violence took place at Dorking on 
19th November when a mob of labourers asked to be allowed to send 
a deputation to the local magistrates to plead their case. When 
the justices refused their request, they attacked the Red Lion Inn 
with cries of *Bread and Blood* and split the head of one of the 
special constables who tried to bar their way. Five of the ring­
leaders were arrested and escorted from the town by a detachment 
2
of Life Guards. The next day, another angry mob descended on
Leigh, near Reigate, and announced that they were going to force
the parson to lower the tithes and the landlords to reduce their 
3
rents. Not long afterwards a shot was fired at a miller at Albury 
who was besieged in his mill.^
However, by the end of November, the worst was over and Lord
Arden reported somewhat complacently that *the insurrectionary
spirit in the county has been checked by the firm and decided
conduct of the magistrates and of Mr. Crawford of Dorking in
particular.*^ The Times noted that *Local labourers worked to put
out these (rick fires at Banstead) though one man who tried to
excite them by his inflammatory language was seized and committed
for further examination.* In all only twenty people were tried in
Surrey for various misdemeanours associated with the disturbances
compared with 298 in Hampshire; of the twenty, one was hanged for
7
the Albury shooting, and eight were imprisoned.
1 Hobsbaum E. J. and Rude G., op. cit,, p 86.
2 The Times, 27 November 1830.
3 Ibid.
4 Manning F. E. (ed), op. cit., p 40.
5 Lord Ardley to Lord Melbourne; FRO HO 32/10, 29 November 1830,
6 The Times. 1 December 1830.
7 Manning F. E, (ed), op. cit., p 40.
Many local people felt that what had happened was not an
ephemeral phenomenon. Henry Drummond of Albury Park, for example,
warned Lord Melbourne: 'The people are quiet now because ..... they
have gained their object of a general increase of the means of
subsistence either from their employers or from the overseers •••••
His Majesty will have been greatly misinformed if he has been
advised that the present is a passing or temporary state of things,
or that any measure will subdue it except such as tend to extinctions
of the public debt or in the meantime to the shifting of pressure
of taxation from the lower to the higher classes.' Drummond was
right, Surrey had not seen the end of the burnings. In November 1831,
there was another outbreak of incendiarism at Epsom, and the Famham
labourers showed considerable discontent when they learned of the
2
Bishop of Winchester's opposition to the Reform Bill.
In all, Hobsbaum and Rude list 23 examples of arson, one wage 
riot and four tithe riots in Surrey between 1st January, 1830 and
3
3rd September, 1832. The comparative lack of violence is the most 
surprising aspect of the 'Surrey Revolt*. Surrey like most counties 
in the immediate proximity of the capital made a muted response to 
the prevailing mood of anger and frustration.
As yet no-one has satisfactorily explained the relative immunity 
from violence of the counties close to London. Hobsbaum and Rude 
argue that the capital's influence as a giant centre of consumption 
must be important but have not developed the point further.^- 
Certainly, there were few signs of discontent in northern Surrey 
where agricultural land was increasingly given over to dairy farming 
and market gardening. However, the temperature of the rest of the 
county remained low except for the period of unusual excitement in 
November 1830. Whether this was the result of the ease with which
1 PRO HO 52/10, letter dated 1 December 1830.
2 PRO HO 52/10, letter dated 1 December.1830.
3 Hobsbaum E. J. and Rude G., op. cit., App I.
4 Hobsbaum E, J. and Rude G., op. cit., pp 142-3.
troops could be drafted into the area, the relatively high level 
of literacy, the slightly higher standard of living in Surrey 
compared with its neighbours, or the unusual degree of deference 
on the part of the Surrey labourers and a more highly developed 
sense of social responsibility on the part of the Surrey landlords 
and farmers remains to be proved.
The labourers soon lost the increase in wages and relief
payments won in 1830-1. By 1833* wages had fallen back to 10s a
week. However, there were few disturbances in Surrey thereafter
2
until the introduction of the Hew Poor Law, Although 150 Chertsey
3
labourers rioted against the new law in 1835* this was the Surrey 
workers only large scale demonstration of fear and anger. In 1837, 
Charles Mott reported that there had been no incendiarism in Surrey 
since the formation of the unions and that the labourers were, as 
far as he could judge, content with the new arrangements.^
In the years that followed the amount of land under the plough
steadily declined. In 1805, wheat was grown on most of the county’s
50,000 acres of arable, but by 1874 only 36,000 acres were under
5
wheat and another 2,000 under oats. James Caird was unimpressed
by Surrey’s agriculture in 1850-1 declaring ’Throughout the county,
£
neglect and mismanagement are apparent. ’ In the south in
particular, he was appalled by the ’undrained marshes, ill kept
roads, untrimmed hedges, rickety farm buildings, shabby looking cows
7
of various breeds and dirty cottages.*
1 Rex C. Russell has explained the remarkable stability of rural 
England between 1834 and 1870 by the success of village schools 
which he believes heavily reinforced the labourers deference to 
his employers - see Hobsbaum E. J. and Rude G., op. cit., p xiv. 
Surrey, Kent and Hants, had the second lowest level of illiteracy 
among the Swing counties (ibid, pp 42-3) although these figures 
are flimsily based on the ability of labourers to sign marriage 
registers, which is hardly an effective test of literacy.
2 See pp
3 The Times, 25 October 1835*
4 C. Mott, A Report on the Prospects of Employment, the Rate of
Wages, the Prices of Provisions and the General State of the
Labouring Classes in the Counties of Surrey and Middlesex, 1837 - 
PRO MH32/56.
5 Manning P. E. (ed), op. cit., p 40.
6 Caird J., English Agriculture in 1850-1 (London 1852) p 118.
7 Ibid, p 122.
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Caird "believed that part of the reason for this state of 
affairs was the system of landholding: yearly leases were normal 
although longer leases of seven to eleven years were not ■uncommon.
He argued that short leases deterred the tenants from making 
improvements, The land could only he improved hy thorough drainage 
and heavy applications of chalk but the tenant farmers had neither
•1
the capital nor the intelligence with which to effect such changes. 
Nevertheless, in spite of these strictures and the unsatisfactory 
state of the county*s main industry, little was done to change the 
system between 1834 and 1871•
Rural Surrey was on the whole slow to obtain a sizeable share of 
the London market although the rapid improvement in the county*s 
communications in the 1840s quickly put this right. Although the 
London to Croydon Railway was opened in 1839* the most important 
development for the county was the amalgamation of this line with 
the London to Brighton Railway in 1846, At very much the same time, 
the London to Portsmouth and London to Southampton railways were 
built opening up the county still more and incidentally killing 
the flourishing mail coach traffic. The Brighton to Redhill line 
was built in 1841. The later ‘forties, 'fifties and ‘sixties saw 
the building of several important branch lines including the Sutton
p
(1847)* Worcester Park (1859) and Epsom (1865) railways.
The railways made it possible to transport limestone and chalk 
from the quarries at Godstone and Dorking to London, and to keep 
flourishing dairy herds at Byfleet, Croydon, Surbiton and Richmond 
close to the railway stations. Indeed, by 1838, the Tithe Assistant 
Commissioner reported that *the easy distance from London leads to
1 Ibid, p 124.
2 Lee C. E,, 'Early IRailways in Surrey', Transactions of the 
Newcomen Society, XXI (1940-41); Lee C. E., 'Early Railways in 
Surrey (London 1944); Manning P, E., op. cit., pp 28-9.
YCH, II, pp 257-8.
an entire dependence on London dung for manure and cultivation is 
adapted to an excessive degree to the demands of the vicinity for
-j
hay and straw.* The improved communications also stimulated the
development of flourishing market gardening enterprises in the
Richmond and Kingston areas, producing high quality vegetables,
to meet the challenge of the low cost producers in Bedfordshire,
2
Essex and Hertfordshire. As a result of these developments, 
’agricultural produce for the London market chiefly remained the 
one great staple of the industry of the County.*
This was just as well because apart from its agriculture,
Surrey was an area of declining industries. Until the early years 
of the eighteenth century, the Weald had been a healthy industrial 
area producing cloth, gunpowder, paper, iron and leather. Iron 
mills had been established at Dorking^- but declined in importance 
due to the exhaustion of the local supplies of charcoal. By 1808, 
iron smelting was extinct according to W, Stevenson. An abortive 
attempt was made to revive the industry at Pelbridge Water on the 
borders of Surrey and Sussex in the early years of the nineteenth 
century but the cost of importing ecoking coal proved prohibitive.^
A flourishing cloth industry had originally existed around 
Guildford, Godalming and Famham, but had decayed by the end of 
the seventeenth century. However, framework knitting took its
7
place at Godalming and Farnham. Indeed, the people of Croydon
1 Great Britain, PRO, Tithe Assistant Commissioner’s Report, 
Malden, I.R.18, 10161.
2 Evershed H,, ’Market Gardening1, Journal of the Royal
Agricultural Society of England. 2nd series, VII (1871), p 420.
3 VCH of Surrey, II, pp 454-464; Malden H. E., op. cit., p 21.
4 VCH of Surrey, II, p 264.
5 Stevenson W., op. cit., p 565#
6 VCH of Surrey, II, p 268, note 8.
7 Brayley E. W. and Britton J., History of Surrey (London 1841)* 
Vol. V, App 47.
had tried to set up a branch of the industry inside the workhouse,
but without success. Both the woollen and the framework knitting
2industries were still in existence in 1850 and some of their aged
3
workers ended their days in local workhouses. Moreover, Guildford 
maintained its connection with the textile industry by remaining 
the country*s main supplier of Fuller*s Earth.^
In 1814, there were still.flourishing powder mills at Ewell and 
5
Long Ditton. Later, in 1822, William Gobbett noted that the
Wealden part of the industry had also survived the ending of the
Napoleonic Wars. According to this irrepressible radical, Chilworth
was responsible for *two of the most damnable inventions that ever
sprang from the mind of man under the influence of the devil] namely
7
the making of gunpowder and of banknotes. * However, with the 
ending of the Napoleonic Wars, the industry decayed so rapidly 
that it was not included in Brayley and Britton*s list of Surrey
0
industries. However, the powder makers continued their work at
Chilworth throughout the nineteenth century, even though gunpowder
9
gradually gave way to new forms of explosive. The factory was not 
pulled down until after the First World War.
1 Abstract of Returns ..... 1805, p 509.
2 Brayley E. W. and Britton J., op. cit., Vol. V, App 47*
3 HO 107/1080.
4 VCH of Surrey, II, p 280 - quoted from Malcolm, Compendium of 
Modem Husbandry, Vol. I, p 44*
5 VCH of Surrey, II, pp 327-9#
6 Cobbett W., Rural Rides, ed GDH and H Cole (London 1948) Vol. I, 
p 140.
7 Ibid.
8 VCH of Surrey, II, p 327#
9 Parker E., The County Books - Surrey (London 1946) p 65.
The district to the south of Surrey’s chalk hills had been an 
important leather producing area since the sixteenth century, 
Bletchingley, Chiddingfold, Godalming, Godstone, Oxted and Reigate
■i
were all significant centres for this industry. As late as 1850, 
a third of all the leather produced in England was dressed and made 
up in Surrey.2
Large quantities of,lime were produced for the London builders
3
at Dorking and Merstham, and there were still paper mills at 
Albury, Catteshall near Godalming and Chilworth.^ However, brewing 
was the most buoyant of Surrey’s old industries. During the nine­
teenth century, every large Surrey town including Kingston, 
Guildford, Leatherhead and Famham had two or. three breweries 
while small villages like Cranleigh, Gomshall, Shalford, Bramley, 
Egham and Albury still had one. There were 30 breweries in Surrey 
in 1878.5
Although all the county's staple industries were in decline by 
the end of the eighteenth century, their decline was so slow and 
even that the resulting unemployment was spread over many years.
At the end of the eighteenth century, all the county’s main 
urban centres except Richmond and Leatherhead were market towns. 
Although declining in popularity as a spa, Richmond still attracted 
the nobility and people of fashion,^ Its industries reflected its 
dependence upon the upper classes: there were for example unusually
7
large numbers of hatters, umbrella makers, and dancing instructors.
1 VCH of Surrey, Vol..II, pp 338-9*
2 Manning F. E.. (ed), op# cit,, p.47.
3 VCH of Surrey, II,. pp 8, 277-281,
4 Manning F. E. (ed), op, cit,, p 51*
5 Ibid, pp 50-1; VCH of Surrey, Vol. II, pp 378-394.
6 Hunter H., The Environs of London (London 1811) pp 235-8.
7 HO 107/1075.
Leatherhead on the other hand obtained most of its trade as the 
intersection of the routes passing through the Mole gap. Many of 
the other towns derived considerable benefit from lying on well 
established stage-coach and carrier routes to the south and south­
west. This was borne out by the large number of people employed 
by the transport and associated industries; innkeepers, blacksmiths,
saddlers, harness makers and wheelwrights formed 21 per cent of
1 2  3
Guildford’s and Famham' s workforce, 20 per cent of Leatherhead * s
and 11 per cent of Richmond's.^
The nineteenth century witnessed the rapid spread of the
Metropolis into northern Surrey. By 1871, Lambeth, Camberwell and
Wandsworth had become integral parts of the capital. People poured
into these areas from Middlesex and the Home Counties as well as
from East Anglia and the Southwest, 53*7 per cent of the population
of the Intra-Metropolitan Surrey area, defined in the 1871 Census 
5
of Population, were immigrants while only 15*7 per cent of the 
people living in Extra-Metropolitan Surrey had been born outside 
its borders. By 1871, Intra-Metropolitan Surrey contained 70 per 
cent of the total population of the county.
While these startling developments were taking place in northern 
Surrey^ life in the central and southern districts remained remarkably 
stable. The majority of the urban centres continued to act as 
markets for the rural hinterland throughout the period. A few, 
notably Croydon, Kingston and Richmond, experienced considerable 
suburban growth. Surbiton, Woking and Redhill were the creation of 
the new railways. Originally, these areas fell within rural Surrey 
but by 1871 as a result of the expansion of London they formed part 
of the Metropolitan Margins.
1 HO 107/1080.
2 HO 107/1072.
3 ho 107/1070.
4 HO 107/1075.
5 RG 10,
6 Manning F. E, (ed), op. cit., pp 1-4,
Rural Surrey exhibited few examples of rapid population growth
and these tended to be of short duration# Bletchingley’s
population, for instance, rose from 1,203 in 1831 to 3,546 in 
2
1841 as a result of the addition of 2,000 railway workers and 
their families# By 1851, however, its population had fallen to
3
1*555# In fact, nearly all the parishes bordering the London, 
Brighton and South Coast Railway experienced similar increases 
during the 1840s#
On the other hand, there were also shortlived decreases in 
population in places like Haslemere, Godalming and Famham as a 
result of the declining fortunes of the textile industry# The 
contraction of the Farnham hosiery industry led to the migration 
of many of its workers to the midlands.^
By 1871, the advance of London had reduced the marketing function 
of Surrey’s rural towns. Dorking, Guildford and Epsom remained 
stable, Haslemere and Leatherhead, the two smallest urban centres, 
had a limited range of commercial activities. Reigate, on the 
other hand, possessed a wide range of professional services, retail 
food units and industrial activities as a result of the size of its 
hinterland - there were no other settlements of comparable size 
within ten miles of the town# Only Richmond remained distinctive.
It had few links with the surrounding countryside and did not start
5
to become a suburban centre until after 1850.
1 HO 107/1077#
2 HO 107/1077.
3 ho 107/1600.
4 VCH of Surrey, II, p 348.
5 Dunbar J., A Prospect of Richmond (London 1967) PP 168-175#
(d) CAUSES OF POVERTY IN THE SURREY AREA BETWEEN 1854 AND 1871
M. Blaug has argued that nineteenth century England had a dual
economy, and that the southern agrarian area was the undeveloped
sector. He sees the allowance system as a response to the existence
of a pool of surplus labour, structural unemployment and the low
wages and low productivity of this backward rural area. E. H. Hunt
has extended Blaug's argument and believes that the syndrome of low
wages, low productivity and-a labour surplus in these backward
2areas continued to exist until the early twentieth century. In 
fact, it can be argued that *the ideological preconceptions of its 
(the New Poor Law's) authors blinded them to the work of theorists 
and reformers' so that they saw 'rural underemployment as the result 
rather than the cause of poor-relief practices before 1834*
Alfred Power, the Assistant Commissioner responsible for the 
eastern counties, estimated that one-third of all able-bodied 
pauperism in his district arose from a lack of agricultural 
employment for eight months of the year.^ The central authority 
believed that their policy had overcome this problem. Indeed Kay- 
Shuttleworth argued that the 1834 Act led to 'the substitution of
5
employment with sufficient wages for dependence upon the poor rates' 
while W, H. T. Hawley claimed that the New Poor Law brought about the 
absorption of surplus labour.
There is a great deal of evidence that the main cause of 
unemployment among able-bodied Surrey labourers was the maintenance 
of a pool of agricultural workers who were only required at peak 
periods during the agricultural year and who were thrown upon the 
parish as soon as these peaks were past. At Frensham in 1834*
1 Blaug M., 'The Myth of the Old Poor Law and the Making of the
New', Journal of Economic History. XXIII (1913) PP 154-5*
2 Hunt H, E., 'Labour Productivity in English Agriculture', 1850-
1914, EHR XX (1967) PP 280-292.
3 Digby A., 'The Labour Market and the Continuity of Social Policy
after 1834s the case of the Eastern Counties', Econ H.R.
February 1975* PP 69-83.
4 A. Power's Report: 1 PLC (1835) P 246.
5 Dr. Kay-Shuttleworth, Report on the Wages of the Agricultural 
Labourer, undated; PRO MH32/49* P 134*
6 W. H. T; Hawley's Report: 2 PLC (1836), Part I, p 211.
1
30 or 40 labourers were out of work for this reason, while Thomas
Oliver, Betchworth’s Vestry Clerk, told the Commissioners that
between 40 and 50 local labourers were usually unemployed for
2seven months out of every twelve. ■ An anonymous writer described
3
similar conditions in Reigate. This vicious system continued
throughout the ’thirties and ’forties. Consequently, boards of
guardians resolutely refused to terminate the distribution of
outdoor relief to unemployed able-bodied labourers,^  At Dorking,
for example, the pro-outdoor relief party passed a resolution in
favour of such action in open opposition to their chairman and the
5
central authority. On taking up his post as Assistant Commissioner
for Surrey and the southern counties, Colonel Granville Pigott
discovered damning evidence of irresponsible behaviour on the part
of the Surrey farmers. He reported that ’hundreds* of Famham men
were thrown out of employment every year and condemned the
Hambledon farmers* ’vicious practice’ of dismissing unmarried
labourers during the winter. He observed that as a result Hambledon
workhouse was badly overcrowded and the area full of typhus, the
7
classic disease of poverty. The practice certainly continued 
until the early ’fifties - in 1850, Pigott blamed the severe 
unemployment at Reigate on the discharging of ’an unusually large
o
number of labourers.’ Later in the ’fifties, he reported full
employment throughout the county thanks to an increase in employment 
9
opportunities.
1 Frensham Rirish to the PLCsj PRO MH12 12270/725a/l7 September 1834.
2 T. Oliver to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12575/911a/20 September 1834.
3 Reigate Parish to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12575/no date, 1834.
4 See Chapter IV, pp 25! "7 “323
5 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/484a/9 January 1839*
6 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12270/311a/l0 January I846.
7 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/19121a/20 December
1847. See also The Reports of the Assistant Commissioners on 
Employment of Women and Children in Agriculture: PP 1843* XII, 
pp 264-5.
8 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12577/4913/23 January 1850
9 See Chapter V , pp 3^*?—^ 3
TABLE Is The Percentage of Able-Bodied Male Paupers in
the Surrey Workhouses between 1852 and 1861 
(compiled from an analysis of Inspector
Pigott * s biannual reports)
DATES
a CD s s 0
H 1— ,
f—-t0
9
&0 E-i03
EH H S'
03PM
Si EH03
§CD
03CDSl_l
3Phw
a BKO OP CD M P5
1852 2.3 1.6 0.5 0
1853 1.8 0.4 1.3 1.8 0 0 0 1 .0 1.7
1854 0 0 2.8 2.2 0 1.9 0.9 3.8 0
1855 0 0 0 - 3.6 1.1 2 .0 4.7 0
1856 1.0 0 - 0 0.7 4.1 1.2 1.4 0
-  1857 5.0 1.3 - 0 0,6 2.6 4.1 3.5 1.3
1858 0.4 0.8 2.2 - 2.2 0.6 0 2.2 0.7
1859 4.6 0.9 0.77 - 0 1 .0 2.3 0.7 1 .0
1860 0.5 0 2.4 - 0 0.4 1.1 0.1 0
1861 0.9 0 0 - 0 3.0 2 .8 - 0.6
Average over 
decade - 2.0 0.4 1.8 1.4 1.1 1.9
1 .8 2.5 0.7
Total no. of 
male able- 
bodied 
inmates
65 7 29 7 10 60 22 56 15
Total no. of 
male work- 5260 1564 1655 491 933 3234 1205 2222 2134
house inmates
E. L. Jones has shown that the former glut of labourers with
low wages in agriculture was changing to one of labour shortage and
-|
higher wages by the 1880s, James Caird claimed that the labour
2surplus in southern England had been exaggerated. He estimated 
that by 1851 the average wage in the southern and eastern counties 
varied between 8s 5& and 9s 1d per week while labourers in the
X
northern counties received about 11s 6d a week. According to
Pigott's reports, the Surrey labourers were relatively well off.
In 18519 he stated that the Farnham and Guildford labourers received
between 9s and 12s a week,^ while their Reigate contemporaries
obtained between 10s and 12s a week. These relatively high rates
were maintained during the next few years and by 1855* Pigott was
reporting weekly wages of 15s. Prom this moment onwards, the
pool of casual labourers who were only employed for certain periods
of the year ceased to exist. An analysis of Colonel Pigott*s reports
for the decade 1852 to 1861 shows that able-bodied labourers formed
on average something between 0 .4 and 2 .5 per cent of the workhouse 
7
population. The period of long term unemployment for agricultural 
labourers in Surrey was over.
The second classic cause of poverty was inadequate wages. As
late as 1845» E. C. Tufnell, the Assistant Poor Law Commissioner
for Dorset, Somerset and Wiltshire and no sentimental humanitarian,
reported that agricultural labourers' wages were 'so low, that they
cannot fall .....*, their condition being 'one of the deepest 
0
privation.* At the time, the average wage for an agricultural
1 Jones E. L., 'The, Agricultural Labour Market in England, 1793“ 
1872', Econ H.R.^ Second Series, XVII (1974).
2 Caird J., op. cit., pp 517-18.
3 Ibid, p 511.
4 Inspector Pigott's ms reports; PRO MH12 12272/10700/1 March 1851 
and 12336/9226/15 February 1851.
5 Inspector Pigott*s ms report; PRO MH12 12577/8952/12 February 1851
6 For example at Godstone Union; PRO MH12 12317/1785/12 January 1855
7 See Table I opposite.
8 E. C. Tufnell to G. C. Lewis, BM Add MSS 40587/22 May 1845.
labourer was between seven and nine shillings a week so that peasants
were forced to subsist on a diet of bread and potatoes. W. Hasbach
believed that the New Poor Law weakened the labourers* position,
claiming that though average wages rose from 9s 4d to 10s 4d between
1824 and 1837* the increase in the price of wheat and the ending of
2
parish allowances produced a fall in real earnings.
3
As Michael Rose has pointed out, more than 20 per cent of the 
able-bodied paupers in England and Vales receiving relief in 1840 
were employed: some 9*077 men, 7*416 women and 37*641 widows.^ Nor 
was this an ephemeral phenomenon. In 1843* 12,800 men, 6,745 women 
and 41*774 widows received outdoor relief in support of wages. By 
I846, 7*387 men, 6,478 women and 43*106 widows or 18 per cent of all 
able-bodied paupers were still being subsidised in this way.
Although there is no reason to believe that the unions ceased 
providing allowances, there is little evidence available after 1847 
as the Poor Law Board changed the way in which relief statistics 
were presented in its annual reports and did not provide information 
about able-bodied paupers relieved due to insufficient wages.
However, in 1847* even Edwin Chadwick was forced to admit that in 
spite of his hopes the New Poor Law had failed to bring about an 
immediate change in the treatment of the able-bodied agricultural 
labourer.
The problems caused by inadequate wages were exacerbated in many
cases by the large size of the family. Seebohm Rowntree believed
this was the cause of 22 per cent of the primary poverty in York in 
£
1899. When food prices were high, the Surrey Guardians tried to
1 E. C. Tufnell*s Report: 12 PLCs (1846) pp 87-96.
2 Hasbach W. (tr Kenyon R.) A History of the English Agricultural 
Labour (London 1908) pp 220-5.
3 Rose M, E., *The Allowance System Under the New Poor Law*
EcHR (2nd Series) Vol. 19 (1966), pp 607-20.
4 7 H.Cs (1841), App E.
5 E. Chadwick’s evidence, S.C. on Settlement and Poor Removal,
PP X i; ( lW 7 )  QQ 2103-4.
6 Rowntree B. S., Poverty: A Study of Town Life (London 1901)
pp 120-1.
persuade the central authority to suspend the regulations prohibiting
1 2outrelief: Kingston, and Guildford Guardians attempted to do this in 
1846-7 and Guildford^ and Reigate^- Guardians in 1853* The Guildford 
Guardians made particular reference to the plight of large families 
in their area, but failed to convince the central authority that 
their problems were sufficiently serious to merit the suspension of
5
the prohibitory order.
This refusal to waive the regulations involved the central 
authority and the unions in an enormous amount of correspondence 
dealing with a host of individual cases. The guardians had to prove 
that each case merited special treatment by providing a. statement of 
the size of the family concerned, its combined earnings, and its 
condition. In perhaps the majority of cases, boards of guardians 
were able to relieve the pressure upon large families by taking one 
or more of their children into the workhouse.^ In some cases, the 
central authority allowed the guardians to aid such families by 
providing clothing for the children particularly when they entered
7
service for the first time.
Sickness was a major cause of poverty. The Poor Law Commissioners* 
statistics for the period between 1842 and 1846 showed that between
40 and 50 per cent of those on outdoor relief were relieved on account
8of sickness or accident. Very few of the Surrey Unions* outdoor 
relief books have survived so that it is impossible to calculate the
1 KRO BG8/11/3, p 452 - 8 December 1846.
2 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12336/8902a/22 May 1847.
3 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12337/4301/22 November 1853.
4 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12578/38034/25 October 1853*
5 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12337/43017/25 November 1853.
6 See Chapter IV, pp <303
7 Ibid,
8 8-12 PLCs (1843-7); Webb S, and B., English Local Government
(London 1929) Vol. IX, pp 1052-54.
exact size of the problem. Many of the paupers in this category
were chronically ill with cancer, heart complaints, ’prostration*
and rheumatism and appear in the relief books week in and week out
sometimes for several years. Many were people who had met with
1
accidents at work or on the roads. A large number of the entries 
were extremely vague and historians like Anne Digby have suggested
that many of these ’medical cases’ were able-bodied paupers who were
/ 2 given outdoor relief to supplement their inadequate wages.
Any form of mental or physical disorder or handicap severely 
reduced the unfortunate sufferer’s opportunities for employment and 
virtually condemned them to dependence on their families, their 
friends or the Poor Law authorities. Before the opening of Surrey 
Lunatic Asylum in 1841, 320 pauper lunatics were being maintained in 
private madhouses at the ratepayers’ expense while another 26 were 
lodged in the Surrey workhouses and 20 more with their families and 
friends. In the years that followed the demand for places in the 
county asylum rose rapidly as a result of the expanding population 
and the increasing diagnosis of mental disorders. By 1858,the county 
was maintaining 1,430 pauper lunatics as compared with 366 in 1841: 
1,022 were lodged in county or private asylums, 325 lived in workhouses 
and 83 were staying with their families or friends.^ By 1871, the 
problem had grown still larger: there were 2,558 pauper lunatics of 
whom 2,116 were being treated in county or private asylums, while 309
5
were in workhouses and 133 resided with friends and relations.
Indeed, the Medical Superintendent of Brookwood County Asylum 
believed that the number of pauper lunatics requiring institutional 
treatment was increasing so rapidly that a new asylum would have to 
be built every seven years to accommodate them.^
1 KRO BG2/11/1-5 and KRO BG8/55/1-3.
2 Digby A., ’The Operation of the Poor Law in the Social and Economic
Life of Nineteenth Century Norfolk* (PhD. East Anglia 1971) P 127*
3 1 AR of the VJs of the SLA, 1843* P 23*
4 19 AR of the VJs of the SLA, 1859* P 39.
5 32 AR of the VJs of the SLA, 1872, p 61.
6 Granville J. M,, The Care and Cure of the Insane being the Re-ports
of the Lancet Commission on Lunatic Asylums. 1875-6-7. for
Middlesex, the City of London and Surrey (London 1877). Vol. I* P 6.
The death of the chief bread winner usually condemned his family 
to poverty. The 1834 Act did nothing to clarify the situation of 
the single able-bodied woman, the widow, the deserted wife or the 
wife of a man resident in some other parish. As they were not 
referred to in the preamble of the section dealing with the able- 
bodied,^ it can be assumed that the authors of the act expected the 
existing system or systems of treatment to continue. An analysis 
of the central authority’s statistical tables for the period 
between I84O and 1846 shows that widows with dependent children
cpnstituted between 17 and 20 per cent of all adult able-bodied
2paupers receiving outdoor relief. The I844 Act provided that wives
with husbands beyond the seas, in custody, or confined as lunatics
or idiots were to be treated for the purposes of relief as if they
were widows. This implies that widows were not subject to the
conditions of relief applying to able-bodied paupers. The Outdoor
Relief Prohibitory Order of December 1844 allowed guardians to award
relief to a widow during the first six months of her widowhood and
longer if she had a legitimate child or children below the age of
fourteen.^ However, widows with an illegitimate child or children
5
had to enter the workhouse. This ruling caused a considerable 
amount of hardship. Predictably, widows with illegitimate children 
tried to disguise the fact. Reigate Guardians, for instance, 
stopped Catherine Coomber’s relief when they discovered that her 
children were not her late husband’s but her lodger’s. Occasionally, 
the central and local authorities relented. For example, relief was
1 4 and 5 William IV, c 76, sec 32.
2 6-12 PLCs (1841-7): figures for the Lady Day Quarter,
3 7 and 8 Victoria c 101, sec 25#
4 Exceptions 4 and 5 of the Outdoor Relief Prohibitory Order,
December 1844*
Glen W. C., General Orders of the Poor Law Commissioners (London 
1852), PP 309-12.
5 Official Circular No. 1, p 8, 8 January 1840; Official Circular
No. 34, P 79, 30 April 1844-
6 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12577/30935/17 July 1851.
*
granted to unmarried ‘widows* and their children at Kingston and 
2
Reigate when they ‘repented of their sinsi1 Ironically, a
Kingston widow with a bastard was denied relief -until her unfortunate 
3
child died.
An analysis of the composition of . the Surrey workhouse populations 
during the decennial censuses of 1841, 1851 , 1861 and 1871 shows that 
widows without occupations occupied an increasingly large proportion 
of the places available: in 1841, widows without occupations formed 
0 .7 per cent of the workhouse population; in 1851 1 .9 per cent; in 
1861, 3*5 Per cent; and in 1871, 9.8 per cent,^ These figures seem 
to show that an increasing number of working class women were full­
time housewives who had never been trained for other occupations 
while their presence in the workhouse reflects a decline in the 
number of job opportunities for unskilled women in the Surrey area.
Certainly, the death of the chief breadwinner remained one of
the main causes of poverty throughout the period. In 1858, the
central authority reported that 59,468 able-bodied widows with 126,658
dependent children formed just over 25 per cent of the total pauper 
5
population while at the end of the period, the Poor Law Board
calculated ‘the amount of destitution in the country generally,
caused by the death, absence or desertion of the male head of the
£
family ..... to be 35 per cent of the whole.*
Desertion was another particularly disturbing source of poverty 
especially in Ghertsey and Reigate Unions where the boards of 
guardians frequently offered rewards for the discovery of the
1 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12395/3569/26 January 1853.
2 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12579/27533/4 July 1855.
3 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12394/37937/1 November 1854*
4 These percentages were computed as a result of an analysis of
the decennial censuses for the ten Surrey unions under study.
5 11 PLB (1858), p 166.
6 22 PLB (1869-70). PP xxviii, 9, 17-22.
whereabouts of husbands who had deserted their families particularly
between 1834 and 1850, which was a period of high underemployment*
Inspector Pigott was convinced that this state of affairs was as
much the fault of the defective nature of the laws of settlement as
of a lack of responsibility on the part of the husbands concerned -
in his opinion they deserted their families to try and find work
2
outside the Surrey area. Many wives deserted their husbands and 
children no doubt for very different reasons. This quite often 
plunged the family into poverty as the fathers had to stay at home 
and look after babies and infants: few labourers could afford to 
hire help to look after their children.
Child poverty was very common. Surrey*s workhouses contained 
what contemporaries considered to be excessively large numbers of 
orphans, deserted children and bastards. Between 1836 and 1871,
Chertsey Guardians for example initiated proceedings against 24 fathers
■z
and 63 mothers for deserting their children. The guardians did not 
always receive the local magistrates* support in.their crusade against 
delinquent parents. In 1847* Chertsey Guardians, for example, 
complained that the local magistrates had refused to convict the 
Widow Trigg even though she had deserted seven of her nine children.^
The Commissioners regretted that they could do nothing to help the
5
guardians as such matters were wholly in the hands of the magistrates.
Throughout his tour of service as the Poor Law Inspector responsible
for Surrey between 1847 and 1862, Colonel Pigott commented on the
excessive numbers of deserted and orphaned children relieved at 
£
Chertsey. In 1854 "the guardians informed the central authority that
1 KRO BG1/11/1-7 and KRO BG9/11/1-5.
2 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12148/41587/21 November 1854.
3_ KRO BG1/11/1-7.
4 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12146/4630a/l7 March 1847.
5 The PLCs to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12146/4630a/29 March 1847.
6 Colonel Pigott*s ms reports: PRO MH12 12147/46819/15 December 1853*
PRO MH12 12148/4785/11 February 1856, 
PRO MH12 12150/10683/8 April 1861.
TABLE II: The Percentage of Illegitimate Children in the
Surrey workhouses Between 1852 and 1861 
(compiled from Inspector Pigott*s biannual reports)
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1855 9.9 15.5 8.2 90X' . 5.5 16.3 27.5 10.2
1854 2.1 - 10.9 50.8 28.1 9.5 - 27.8 10.2
<r 1855 2 .8 10.4 24.6 - 25.0 19.6 12.2 21.1 CD * vjn
1856 9.0 11.1 - 19.2 15.9 11.4 22.6 25.5 16.0
1857 15.5 - - - 8.7 6 .0 18.9 26.5 8.4
1858 16.7 2.4 15.6 - . 20.6 9.1 14.5 30.0 4.5
1859 10.7 10.8 9.8 - 7.8 4.7 13.2 - 5.9
1860 7.8 100 12.5 - 9.5 8.1 24.1 26.3 15.6
1861 8 .0 11.9 4.6 - 10.0 5.2 20.0 - 27.6
Average % 10.0 10.2 12.1 42.7 14.1 9.0 17.2 25.7 11.6
Total no. of
bastard
children
147 47 78 44 49 88 74 49 81
Total no. of 
children 1476 460 645 103 548 975 450 191 701
* Most of Paraham*s children were lodged in Eamham District School - nine 
out of ten children were bastards of under five years of age.
there were 45 deserted and 38 orphaned children in the workhouse and 
asked what they could do to solve the problem. Colonel Pigott 
assured the central authority that the guardians were not exaggerating 
their difficulties and confirmed their assertion that the proportion 
of deserted and orphaned children was *unusually great* as the total 
population of the union was a mere 16,000.
If frequency of prosecution can be taken as a guide to the size
of the problem facing the Poor Law authorities, Reigate*s Guardians
must have been even worse off than Chertsey*s as they initiated 45
prosecutions against erring parents between 1836 and 1850 compared
with a mere 21 at Chertsey.^ The other Surrey Boards of Guardians*
minutes only mention such cases occasionally so that it is impossible
to quantify the problem for the ten unions under study. However, if
Inspector Pigott*s judgment can be accepted there were more deserted
and orphaned children at Chertsey than in other unions in the 
5neighbourhood.
Similar difficulties attend any attempt to compute the number
of illegitimate children brought up by the Poor Law authorities.
The Surrey Guardians frequently complained about the growth in the
0
size of this problem but very rarely provided any reliable figures.
7
At the time of the 1871 census, the enumerators recorded the presence
0
of 77 bastards in nine out of the ten Surrey workhouses. Even this 
analysis minimised the size of the problem as all illegitimate children 
above the age of five years from Farnham and Richmond Unions were 
lodged in the Farnham and North Surrey District Schools. An analysis 
of Inspector Pigott*s biannual reports between 1852 and 1861 suggests
1 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12148/41587/21 November 1854*
2 Signed note on the back of the above.
3 KRO BG9/11/1-5.
4 KRO BG1/11/1-5.
5 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12150/10683/8 April 1861.
6 See Chapter VI, pp 513-S2.S
7 PRO RG10: 805; 828/9; 798/9; 821/2; 836; 811; 823; 862; 830; 869.
8 No information is available from Kingston Union as most of the
enumerator*s book has disappeared.
TABLE Ills The Percentage of Children Below the Age of Sixteen 
in the Surrey Workhouses Between 1841 and 1871 
(compiled from the decennial censuses between 1841 and 1871)
650 2 s <=d O Fh W EH Eh O CD mMALE eh H S W eh P P 02 <aj § p . <3 0
-tttt P3 w o  s 02 p fq cd cd S o :  p qCHIL- g « 02 « p H s a H O EH P PS O Ph < O to < H FP H O  > PBEEN O P P p CD CD M W P p Eh <3 P
P SP P O p
S O Q oP PEH P PP FQ CD
P S£
CD w
1841 48.9 .53.9 43.5 39.5 69.0 43.7 41.9 51.3 57.8 10.0 45.7
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EE-
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CHIL­
DREN
1841 43.2 69.4 50.6 50.0 48.3 53.4 46.2 51.1* 59.1 5.8* 47.3
1851 40.5: 50.0 41.2 13.9* 34.83 45.4 40.2 24.3* 47.8 7.7* 35.6
1861 47.6 40.0 39.4 24.5* 27.6* 41.7?' 33.3 6.7* 42.3 2.9* 30.9
1871 30.4 32.7 43.1 12.3* 36.8 43.2 30.0 7.0* 36.3 5.4* 26.1
* Children above the age of five years lodged at District Schools
Sir John Simon, 1816-1904 [Photo: Radio Times Hulton Picture Library/
that something between nine and fifteen per cent of Surrey* s work-
house children were illegitimate* Moreover, the workhouse schools
were swollen by the presence of children from particularly large
families who could not be maintained at home* Once again although
these cases were often the subject of correspondence between the
2
Surrey Unions and the central authority, it is impossible to 
calculate exactly how many of these children were living in the 
Surrey workhouses at any one time.
Of one thing there is no doubt and that is the overwhelming 
preponderance of children in the Surrey workhouses throughout the 
whole period. An analysis of the censuses for 1841, 1851, 1861 and 
1871 and of Colonel Pigott*s reports makes this clear. Throughout 
the period under study, pauper children formed the largest single 
element in the Surrey workhouse population and if those who were 
lodged in the district schools were added to the workhouse totals, 
children would have constituted approximately 40 per cent of the 
entire indoor pauper population.
Pregnancy usually condemned unmarried girls to poverty. The
central authority soon made it clear that pregnant unmarried girls
and unmarried mothers should not be granted outdoor relief.
However, some Surrey Unions failed to carry out these instructions.
Up until the arrival of an outdoor relief prohibitory order in 1852,
Kingston. Guardians provided unmarried mothers with relief in support
of wages. Indeed they objected so strongly to this aspect of the
order that they wrote to the Poor Law Board complaining that
unmarried women in service would not have enough money to feed
themselves and their babies The central authority remained unmoved
5by their arguments and ordered them to observe the regulations.
1 See Table II. .
2 See Chapter IV, pp 2.9?^03>
3 Official circulars: No. 1, p 8, 8 January 1840 and No. 34* P 79*
30 April 1844*
4 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12393/36380/7 September 1852.
5 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12393/36580B/29 September 1852.
The Surrey Boards of Guardians often complained about the
growing number of unmarried girls who made their way to the workhouse
to have their children* Although once again, it is impossible to
calculate exactly how great this problem was, Colonel Pigottfs
o
biannual reports from 1852 to 1861 provide some indication* An
analysis of these reports shows that unmarried girls with bastards
%
formed on average 61*5 P@r cent of the women of child-bearing age 
in the Surrey workhouses during this decade*^
Prom these reports and the complaints of the boards of guardians 
there can be no doubt that the pregnancy of unmarried women was a 
significant cause of poverty in Surrey.
Similarly, prostitution was both a symptom and a cause of poverty, 
The reasons why women took to the streets were many and complex but 
poverty was certainly one of the main motives. When prostitutes 
started to experience the most distressing aspects of venereal disease 
they made their way to the workhouses for treatment. Eamham, 
Guildford, Godstone and Hambledon Unions were severely affected by 
this problem as they received considerable numbers of diseased
5
prostitutes from the military camps at Aldershot. The rest of the
Surrey Unions also faced similar difficulties and had to provide
separate wards for their ’loose women*. Many Surrey Unions anticipated
by several years the central authority’s instructions regarding their 
£
treatment.
Old age was another classic cause of poverty. The central 
authority’s annual reports show that over half the adult paupers
1 Chapter YI, ppS/S-SIS
2 Chapter VI, Table LIII.
5 Those of between 16 and 40 years of age.
4 See Table LV, p
5 See Chapter VI, p52£
6 Instructional letter of 5 February 1842, contained in 8 PLCs
(1842), p 108.
TABLE IV: The Age Structure of the Surrey Workhouse 
Populations Between 1841 and 1871 
(compiled from an analysis of the decennial censuses)
MALE INMATES
YEARS; 1841 1851 1861 1871 Av.
90 0.2 0.6 1 .0 0.3 0.5
80 6.5 5.6 5.9 6.9 6.2
70 15*9 15.2 17.7 21.2 17.5
60 13.7/ 18.6 17.8 20.2 17.5
50 3.9 7.0 6.1 9.3 6.9
40 4.3 6.9 7.0 8^9 6.7
30 5.4 4.8 4.8 6.4 5.3
20 4.1 5.9 4.3 4.7 4.7
164- 0.3 3.4 2.3 2.4 2.1
Children 45.7 32.0 33.1 19.7 32.6
Total 100.0 1;0CU0 100.0 100.0 100.0
FEMALE INMATES
90 0.9 0.7 0.5 1.5 0.9
80 3.2 3.8 2.5 4 .6 3.5
70 7.5 7.5 9.5 11.3 8.9
60 10.7/ 9.5 12.0 10.8 10.8
50 4.9 5.6 6.1 9 .0 6 .4
40 5.6 7.4 10.5 8.7 8.1
30 8 .4 9.4 10.2 10.2 9.6
20 11.0 13.3 12.5 13.6 12.6
164- 0 .6 7.2 5.3 4.3 4.3
Children 47.2 35.6 30.9 26.0 34.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1
receiving outdoor relief were aged and infirm. An analysis of the 
decennial censuses "between 1841 and 1871 shows that on average old 
men and women aged "between 60 and 90 years formed 41 • 7 cent and
224*1 per cent of Surrey*s total male and female workhouse populations. 
Large numbers of old people made do with outdoor relief amounting to 
one or two shillings a week rather than enter the workhouse. The 
authors of the 1834 report admitted that *even in places distinguished 
in general "by the most wanton parochial profusion the allowances to 
the aged and infirm are moderate.*^ The Act of 1834 renewed the 
justices* power to order outdoor relief without limit of amount or 
period as long as the persons concerned were wholly unable to work, 
were entitled to relief in the union and were desirous of outdoor 
relief.
Inclement weather was perhaps the most frequent cause of short­
term unemployment and poverty in the Surrey area. Snow, frost or 
heavy rainfall brought an abrupt end to all forms of spade husbandry, 
house building and other construction work. Heavy falls of snow 
affected all the Surrey Unions in 1841,^ 1845*^ 1847** and 1855^ 
while frost made the ground too hard to cultivate for periods during 
the winters of 1838, 10 1852, 11 1854, 12 1857, 13 186414 and 1871. 15 In 
fact, there were short-term employment crises due to bad weather of 
one kind or another each and every year between 1834 and 1871.
1 6-12 PLCs (1840-6).
2 See Table IY.
3 The 1834 Poor Law Report, App A, Part I, p 529; see p 3*
4 The 1834 Poor Law Report, pp 42-3*
5 4 and 5 William IY c 76* sec 58.
6 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12575/411a/l2 January 1841.
7 KRO BG7/11/2, p 123 - 17 February 1845.
8 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12336/2863a/l3 February 1847.
9 KRO BG10/11/6, p 163 - 22 February 1855.
10 KRO BG6/11/1, p 394 - 16 January 1838.
11 KRO BG8/11/4, P 322 - 23 November 1852.
12 KRO BG1/11/5, p 355 - 3 January I854.
13 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12395/4858/7 February 1857.
14 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12150/49895/30 December I864.
15 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12379/1778/11 January. 1871.
Some Surrey labourers were driven into the workhouse by lack or
loss of accommodation. Inspector Pigott specifically referred to
1 2   ^this problem at Reigate in 18.52 and 1855 and at Godstone in 1854.
Lack of adequate accommodation sometimes prevented workhouse inmates
accepting jobs. Hambledon Guardians complained bitterly to the
Commissioners in 1839 that George Lance, one of their able-bodied
inmates, refused to accept a job paying twelve shillings a week
because the cottage provided had only one room for himself, his wife
and his four children,^ They wished Lance to accept the job and
leave his children in the House. No doubt to their surprise and
chagrin, the central authority refused to create a precedent by
authorising the compulsory separation of children from their parents.^
Similarly, in 1846, the central authority ruled that a pauper called
Weeks could not be compelled to leave Godstone workhouse to take up
a post as he had no accommodation to go to. Ruling on an identical
case at Guildford in 1848, the central authority declared that
7•residence is a necessity of life no less than sustenance.* This 
argument proved to be something of a double-edged weapon as the 
Surrey Boards of Guardians often refused to offer the House to able- 
bodied paupers during periods of temporary unemployment on the grounds 
that they would lose their homes and furniture if they were forced to 
enter the workhouse and would in consequence be prevented from 
returning to work when conditions improved.
1 Colonel Pigott * s ms report: PRO MH12.12578/97.13/23 March 1852.
2 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12579/13823/21 April 1855#
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12317/8636/17 February 1854*
4 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/7600a/7 October 1839*
5 The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12370/7600a/9 October 1839.
6 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12315/l978a/2 March 1846.
7 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 .12336/2423/27 July 1848.
8 See Chapter IV, pp 2# 7 ~ 323
The peculiar nature of some local occupational patterns significantly
affected levels of unemployment. Kingston Union was probably the most
vulnerable in this respect. In 1855 Colonel Pigott noted that
1immense numbers* of Kingston labourers were thrown out of work by
4
the closure of the Chelsea and Lambeth Water Companies. Later, in
1860, he warned the central authority to expect frequent periods of
heavy unemployment at Kingston because the labouring population was
dangerously dependent upon the waterworks and market gardening both
2of which were likely to be disrupted by bad weather. Richmond was 
also liable to similar peaks of short-term unemployment as many of
x
its labourers were dependent upon dairy farming and market gardening.
The building industry, which had absorbed many unemployed agricultural
labourers, also suffered similar interruptions as the long lists of
bricklayers, carpenters and painters receiving outdoor relief at
Kingston Union prove.^ Moreover, the building industry was one of
the most sensitive barometers recording the economic success of the
5 6country. Slumps occurred at Guildford in 1838, at Kingston in 1860
7
and at Epsom in 1870.'
The Surrey Unions* difficulties in dealing with seasonal workers 
and those particularly prone to loss of occupation through bad 
weather were greatly exacerbated by the inflow of large numbers of 
labourers from elsewhere. All the unions in south-west Surrey were 
seriously affected by the development of the military camps at
1 Colonel Pigott*s ms report; PRO MH12 12394/3083/24 January 1855*
2 Colonel Pigott*s ms report; PRO MH12 12397/331/4 January 1860.
3 See 1871 census returns for Richmond workhouse, RG10/869.
4 For example, PRO MH12 12397/6174/18 February 1860; bricklayers,
bricklayers* labourers and plasterers were included in the lists 
of paupers given outdoor relief.
5 KRO BG6/11/2, pp 4^6 - 23 January 1838.
6 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12397/6174/18 February 1860.
7 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12243/41938/21 September 1870.
Aldershot which acted as a magnet to unemployed labourers as well as
1
prostitutes and other *camp followers*• For much of the period,
many non-Surrey labourers as well as local men were employed as
railway navvies* These migrant workers added to the problems of the 
2local unions. Similarly, Farnham and neighbouring unions were
adversely affected by the annual influx of four or five thousand
3
migrant hop harvesters. Dr. Sloman, one of the union medical 
officers asked unsuccessfully for an increase in salary on the
grounds that he spent much of his time during the summer treating
4non-resident labourers in addition to the resident poor.
The Surrey Unions had to provide food and lodging for increasing 
numbers of trampers and possibly criminals throughout the period 
1834-71. Henry Mayhew believed that vagrancy was * the nursery of 
crime*, and that the habitual tramps were *first the beggars, then
5
the thieves, and, finally, the convicts of the country.*^ The Poor 
Law Inspectors claimed that something between two-thirds and 95 per 
cent of all vagrants were criminals.
According to Tobias^North Surrey, particularly Richmond and 
Kingston Unions, attracted exceptionally large numbers of criminals 
and vagrants because their workhouses were regarded as *refuges* for
7
the winter months. In addition, Epsom became a favourite resort of 
the * swell mob* during race meetings. In 1845* a survey of Epsom 
and the surrounding unions showed that an unusually large number of
1 Colonel Pigott*s ms report on Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12275/ 
8745/13 March 1857.
2 See Chapter VI, pp 25)7-32.3
3 Dr. Sloman to the PLB: PRO MH12 12272/35078/15 September 1852.
4 Ibid.
5 Mayhew H., London Labour and the London Poor (London 1861-2),
Vol. iii, p 398*
6 Reports of the Poor Law Inspectors: PP 1866, xxxv, pp 653, 678-702.
7 Tobias J. J., Crime and Industrial Society in the Nineteenth 
Century (Harmondsworth 1972), PP 80-1•
vagrants made their way to the area and obtained admittance to the
•1
local workhouses in the weeks prior to and during the meetings.
Charles Dickens witnessed the arrival of the swell mob at Epsom in
1850* and described how, on this occasion, they tricked the police
2by entering the town by road instead of by rail. Later, a writer 
in the Comhill Magazine confirmed his impressions and went on to 
describe how thieves worked fairs and race meetings throughout the 
country.
Each Surrey Union had its malingerers as the Kingston Relieving
Officer declared trenchantly in 1841, but they only formed a minute
proportion of the poor relieved in or out of the workhouse. Colonel
Pigott, who was responsible for the Surrey Unions between 1845 and
1862, rarely mentions them. However, throughout the early *fifties,
he complained about the presence of a large number of single men of
’loose character* in Reigate workhouse. This unsatisfactory state
of affairs continued until 1854 when he informed the central
authority that many * stout hearty able-bodied young men* refused to
£
leave the institution. On this occasion, the central authority
acted with unusual promptitude and firmness and instructed the
board of guardians to discharge the malingerers and to prosecute
7them under the Vagrants Act if they still refused to work.
Normally, however, the Surrey workhouses contained few able-bodied
adults. Indeed, most were so short of able-bodied women that the
8guardians had to hire charwomen to clean the buildings.
1 See KRO BG2/11/3, PP 378-9 - 26 June 1845.
Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12334/5845/2 July 1845. 
Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12391/8175/27 June 1845. ..
2 Dickens C., Reprinted Pieces: Three ’Detective* Anecdotes: II,
The Artful Touch, 1850 (London 1862), pp 508-10.
3 Comhill Magazine, vol. vi, November 1862, p 650.
4 KRO BG8/11/1, pp 265-9 - 20 October 1841.
5 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12577/8952/12 February 1851.
6 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12578/41154/18 November 1854.
7 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12578/41154/27 November 1854.
8 See Chapter II, p.;iso
(e ) THE SOCIAL AMD OCCUPATIONAL ORIGINS OF THE POOR
An analysis of the decennial census returns for the Surrey work­
houses between 1841 and 1871 indicates which occupational groups 
were most at risk. As befitted a basically rural area, retired or 
unemployed agricultural labourers, gardeners and other agrarian 
workers formed the largest part of the workhouse population:
Dates
Agricultural
Labourers Gardeners
Shepherds
and
Drovers
Millers Malsters
Percent­
age of 
Total
1841
% . 
28. 2~
%
2.0:
% . 
0.8
% . 
0.4:^
% % . 
31.4.
1851 36.3 2.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 39.4
1861 30.9 4.6 0.2 0.1 - 35.8
1871 26.9 3.0 0.5 ■ - 0.2 30.6
The percentage of agricultural labourers in 1841 is lower than might 
reasonably be expected because no information is available about the 
occupations of the inmates of Chertsey and Farnham workhouses which 
were situated in two of the most agriculturally biased unions in 
Surrey. The percentage of agricultural labourers gradually declined 
with the increasing diversification of industry in Surrey, particularly 
with the growth of market gardening in response to London’s expanding
-j
demand for fruit and vegetables. The development of Richmond and 
Kingston as Metropolitan dormitory suburbs also produced a progressive 
decline in the number of agricultural labourers relieved in their 
workhouses.
Retired or unemployed members of the building industry formed an 
increasingly large part of the workhouse population:
Dates
Brick­
layers
Carp­
enters
Masons Plumb­ers
Plast­
erers
Paint­
ers Sawyers
Total
1841 0.6% 1.6% 0.2% ~% ~% 0.4% 0.2% 3.0%
1851 1.0 2.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.7 0.2 4.5
1861 2.2 1.8 0.2 0.4 0.3 - 0.8 5.7
1871 2.7 2.8 0.2 0.1 - 0.9 0,6 6.3
Craftsmen-inmates gradually declined in number during the 
period:
Total 
%
5.2
4.7
4.8
2.3
Although it would be exaggerating the significance of the four sets of
census returns to claim that the trends they demonstrate prove a decline
in rural industries, it may well be argued that they reflect such a
decline, especially as most of the craftsmen in the Surrey workhouses
were too old to work. By the *sixties and ’seventies, the old Surrey
1
textile industry was virtually dead, and the rural industries in 
decline. However, the importance of shoemaking and smithing appears to 
have been unaffected.
Unemployed or more usually retired members of the food and 
domestic trades constituted a small percentage of the workhouse 
population:
Dates
Bake­
rs
Butch- 
e£s .
Groc-
ers
Green-
groc-
ers
Hat­
ters
Cord-Candle*--- —
;--  wam-maker —  ers
Tail­
ors
Coal­
men
Total
1841
%
0.4
°/0 .. 
0.6
°/o
0.2
°/o °/o
0.2
°/o %
0.4
°/o
0.6
%
0.2 • 
os
 
ON
1851 0.5 0.3 - 0.1 - 0.2 0.1 0.7 0.3 2.2
1861 0.5 0.1 0.1 - - -  - 1.1 0.1 1.9
1871 0.9 0.4 — - 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.1 2.5
Dates
Black­
smith
oZ
Cab­
inet
Maker
Cooper
oZ
Wheel­
wright
oZ
Tan­
ner
oZ
Spin­
ner
0 /
Weaver
Shoe­
maker
1841
1851
1861
1871
7°
1.2
1.4
1.7
0.8
yo
0.6
0.1
0.1
yo
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.2
yo
0.2
0.4
0.8
0.2
/°
0.2
0.1
To
0.2
yo
0.2
0.4
%
2.4
2.3
2.1
2.0
1 Manning E. M# (ed), op. cit. pp 48-9; VCH of Surrey, II, pp 243* 
246, 342-9.
In addition to these main groups of workers, the workhouses 
contained a poulterer (1851); a fishmonger (1861); and a chimney­
sweep, a confectioner, a florist and a stationer (1871).
Hie semi-skilled trades associated with the transport industry 
also provided a significant number of inmates:
Dates Carriers Coach­men
Ost­
lers Grooms
Cab- 
dri vers
Railway Barge- 
porters men
Totj
1841
% %
0.4
%
0.4
%
0.2
% Yo
0.4
Yo
0.4
%
1.8
1851 0.8 0.6 0.9 1.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 3.8
1861 0.6 0.3 0.9 1.1 0.1 - - 3.0
1871 0.1 1.1 0.9 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 3.4
However, the growth in the number of unemployed and retired general 
labourers was the most dramatic change in the occupational pattern in 
the period, 1836-1871 : they constituted 0*4 per cent of the total 
workhouse population in 1841, 1.9 per cent in 1851, 3.4 per cent in 
1861 and 23.8 per cent in 1871. The last figure was almost entirely 
due to the growth and diversification of Kingston’s industries: 149 
out of the 231 general labourers resident in the nine Surrey work- 
houses were inmates of the Kingston institution. On the other hand 
certain occupations such as domestic service and the armed forces 
appeared to be of slightly less importance at the end of the period 
than they had been at the beginning:
Dates
1841
1851
1861
1871
Domestic
Servants
°/o
1.2
1.8
2.6
0.5
Sailors
°/o
0.4
0.2
0.1
0.2
Soldiers
°/o
0.4
0.6
0.5
0.2
1 The enumerator dealing with Hambledon workhouse failed to record 
the occupations of the inmates.
As Richmond was the main recruiting ground for domestic servants 
throughout the period, the low percentage in 1871 may represent a 
turning away from domestic service on the part of the local men in 
favour of other occupations which appeared during the 1860s as the 
town developed*
The female inmates* occupational pattern differs markedly from the 
men*s. Agriculture was much less important;
^ . Field Farm „ m nDates TT— :--  „ ----1 Gardeners Total Workers Servants -----
% % % % 
1841 - 3.7 - 3.7
1851 - 2.0 - 2.0
1861 0.8 1.3 - 2.1
1871 1.3 - 2.7 4.0
However, many Surrey women worked as agricultural labourers and farm
servants throughout the period. Market gardening attracted an
increasingly large number of them, especially in the Richmond area,
2where . most of the labouring was done by Irish immigrants.
Unemployed, aged and pregnant domestic servants formed a large 
part of the workhouse population;
Char­ House­ Domestic Laund­ Washer­ Needle­ TotaljJcLu“ S
women
v U U a .o keepers Servants resses women women
1841
%
2.4
%
0.6
°/o
0.2
%
13.9
,°/o
1.1
°/o
1.5
%
0.8
°/o
20.5
1851 1.7? 1.4 - 29.1 1.4 1.1 1.7 36.4
1861 2.1 1.3 - 24.4 1.6 0.6 2.0 32.0
1871 1.0 1.0 0^2 21.1 6.9 0.6 3.5 34.3
1 See Dunbar J., op. cit., pp 164-179.
2 RG10/869.
Once again, if these percentages can be said to reflect trends, it 
would seem that there was a growth in the number of laundresses and 
needlewomen and a decline in that of domestic servants in the 
Surrey area*
The number of ex-nurses present in the workhouses varied 
considerably throughout the periods in 1841, they formed 1,1 per 
cent of the workhouse population, in 1851 0*1, in 1861 0* 5 and in 
1871 0.2.
Finally, a number of occupations were represented by single
individuals or tiny groups of individuals: for example, an actress
-)
was mentioned in 1841; a glover, three shoebinders and a tilemaker 
2
in 1851; a coalheaver, a hawker, an innkeeper, a shoebinder, a
x
silkthrower and two shopkeepers in 1861; and a barmaid, an innkeeper 
and a weaver in 1871 ^  - a remarkably small number considering that 
the workhouse totals for 1841, 1851, 1861 and 1871 were 541, 692, 608 
and 606*
In addition, an increasing number of wives and widows were 
described as being without occupation:
Dates • Wives Widows
1841
% %
0.7N
1851 5.6 1.9
1861 1.6 3.5
1871 . 5.8 9.8
None of the four decennial censuses contain many examples of 
failed middle class or lower middle class people. The 1841 census 
returns contain no-one who could be placed in either category with
5
the possible exception of an aged and infirm Richmond schoolmaster.
1 HO 107/1075.
2 HO 107/i 593? 1603 and 1605; 1603.
3 RG9/828/9; 419; 456;
4 RG10/830Y 821-2; 811.
5 HO 107/1075.
Out of 854 inmates in the Surrey workhouses in 1851, only two, a
1 2 tea dealer from Guildford and a fruit dealer from Harabledon,
warrant placing in this class# A shopkeeper, two farmers and a 
3
steward are the only possibilities out of the 725 inmates enumerated 
in 1861 while the returns for 1871 contained three farmers, a 
surveyor and a dentist^ out of the 969 inmates listed#
0
One may cautiously presume from this evidence that only a tiny 
minority of the Surrey middle classes had to enter the workhouse 
through business failure, sickness or old age. Whether this was 
because they were successful and carefully prepared for the possibility 
of incapacitating illness and eventual old age, or died while still 
actively engaged in business, or whether such failures were cared for 
by their children or relatives or were maintained by private charities 
we cannot say. However, the lowest ranks of the working classes, who 
received the poorest wages, gravitated to the workhouse as a result 
of unemployment, old age, sickness, insanity or physical infirmity.
An analysis of the previous careers of pauper lunatics treated 
at the Surrey Lunatic Asylum at Wandsworth between 1841 and 1871 
yields a similar picture. Only 105 out of a total of 5*027 inmates, 
some 5*5 per cent of the total, could be described as middle class.
The most numerous categories within this class being surgeons (11), 
artists (10),surveyors (10), actors (8) and farmers (8), The lower 
middle classes were represented by 248 retailers, 8,2 per cent of 
the total, and 635 craftsmen, 22,3 per cent. The most numerous 
categories of retailer were hawkers (46), butchers (40* bakers (33)* 
grocers (21), fishmongers (16), hatters (15) and costermongers (12) 
while shoemakers (92), carpenters (90* tailors (66), blacksmiths (40)* 
engineers (29), printers (27) and sawyers (24) formed the largest 
groups of craftsmen. 442 semi-skilled workers - including clerks (89), 
painters (59), sailors (46)* soldiers (43), bricklayers (41) and 
coachmen (32) - formed 15 per cent of the total. 923 manual labourers
1 HO 107; 1075.
2 HO 107: 1594.
3 RG9: 427; 456 and 459; 828-9.
4 RG10: 805 and 83O; 805; 869.
including 606 labourers, 7 7 gardeners, 62 domestic servants, 36 
porters and 30 grooms constituted 30.5 per cent of the total. The 
occupations of the remaining 20.5 per cent of the male inmates were 
unknown either because they had been ill for so long before entering 
the institution that no-one remembered what they had originally 
done for a living or because they had been ill since childhood and 
had never had a job.
Very few of the female inmates came from middle class backgrounds
Only twelve out of 2,611 female inmates, 0.5 per cent, could be
placed in this class: all were the wives or widows of professional
men. Wives of retailers (26) and craftsmen (69) constituted 3.6 per
cent of the total. Wives of semi-skilled (60) and unskilled (90
workers formed 2.3 and 3*5 pss? cent of the total. Of the 1,643
working women, 63 pen cent of the total, 873 were domestic servants,
204 needlewomen, 105 charwomen, 90 laundresses, 46 dressmakers,
2
38 governesses, 32 nurses, 31 hawkers, 20 agricultural labourers,
19 cooks and 17 housekeepers. In addition, there were 34 prostitutes. 
Only the 38 governesses had any claim to being considered middle 
class.
Mental disease struck down people from every walk of life, but
the. ^middle classes were usually able to look after their own -
harmless lunatics being kept at home in seclusion and dangerous
lunatics being sent to private madhouses. Middle and upper class
lunatics had a good chance of being cured as they usually received
adequate medical treatment as soon.as their malady was diagnosed.
Pauper lunatics, on the other hand, were kept in workhouses for long
periods either because the guardians begrudged paying asylum fees or
because there were no beds available in the county institutions. As
a result, most pauper lunatics were incurable by the time they
3
entered an asylum.
1 All these statistics were obtained by an analysis of the Annual
Reports of the Visiting Justices of the Surrey Lunatic Asylum 
between 1842 and 1872.
2 There were also 20 male schoolmasters among Wandsworth^ patients
3 See Chapter VI, pp
Chapter II
INSTITUTIONAL MEDICAL 
SERVICES IN SURREY
FlCr. 3
Sir Edwin Chadwick, a contemporary photograph [Photo: Radio Times Hulton Picture Library/
(a) POOR LAW INFIRMARIES
N either the Poor Law Report o f 1834 nor the proposals fo r  work­
house management made any reference to  in s t itu t io n a l provision fo r  
the s ick , Charles M ott, ’ the contractor fo r  the maintenance o f the 
Poor* a t  Lambeth, claimed in  evidence in  1833 th a t the s ick  poor 
were u su a lly  adequately looked a f te r  in  the towns and neglected in
•j
the couhtryside. He suggested th a t groups o f parishes amalgamate
and purchase appropriate houses in  which to  t re a t  the s ick . The
Commissioners however merely in s is ted  th a t each union provide
separate rooms or wards in  the workhouse fo r  the accommodation o f 
2
sick inmates. They d id  not requ ire  the unions to  provide specia l 
accommodation fo r  paupers who were admitted to  the workhouse in  a
3
sick condition . This omission is  a l l  the more s ig n ific a n t as the 
Commissioners gave th e ir  support to  the provision o f in s t itu t io n a l  
treatm ent fo r  c e rta in  types o f ’defectives* such as lu n atics  and 
the b lin d . ^  However, the Commissioners did point out th a t ’ i l ln e s s  
was l ik e ly  to  be more qu ick ly  cured w ith  the advantages o f superior 
clean liness , and the b e tte r  regulated warmth and v e n ti la t io n , o f
5
appropriate rooms or s ick  wards ,in  the workhouse.’ -^  In  the same 
year, the Commissioners gave c le a r evidence o f th e ir  growing aware­
ness o f the need fo r  in s t itu t io n a l provision fo r  the s ick by
supporting what proved to  be an abortive  Government b i l l  fo r
6estab lish in g  d is t r ic t  in firm a rie s .
Whatever d e fic ien c ies  there may have been in  the cen tra l a u th o r ity ’ s 
th in k ing  the Surrey Boards o f Guardians immediately provided medical 
wards or in firm a rie s  in  th e ir  new or extended workhouses. At Chertsey
1 Hodgkins on R ., The Origins o f the N ational Health Service: The 
Medical Services o f the New Poor Law 1834-1871 (London 196?)« P 148.
2 Ib id .
3 Ib id .
4 The 1834 Poor Law Report, p 307*
5 Hodgkinson R ., op. c i t . ,  p 149#
6 O f f ic ia l  C irc u la r , June 1840.
there were only general wards until 1839 when a double epidemic of
1 2 
smallpox and ophthalmia convinced the guardians of the need for
specialist fever wards. As a result a detached infirmary was built
3
and opened in July 1840. Dorking workhouse had neither detached
infirmary nor fever wards until 1847^ and even then considerable
pressure had to be applied by the Poor Law Commissioners before the
guardians were prepared to build an attached hospital. The Epsom
6Guardians provided a detached infirmary as early as 1838 but
regarded it with so little enthusiasm that they wanted to close it
7
down for six months in 1840 as an economy measure. Very few records
dealing with Famham Union have survived, but in 1845 the workhouse
8
had only attached medical wards, Godstone Guardians also made do
with attached medical wards until 1842 when they built a small 
9
infirmary,' On the other hand, Guildford Union had a separate
infirmary from the beginning of the period, but did nothing to
10provide special accommodation for fever cases in spite of a serious
outbreak of smallpox in 1841 and strong pressure from the Poor Law 
11Commissioners, On the other hand a devastating outbreak of typhusj
forced the Hambledon Guardians to provide separate fever wards in
12
1838,'
Kingston Guardians were also reluctant to expend the necessary 
sums on building a separate infirmary until 1842 when their Medical 
Officer pointed out that under the existing arrangements there was
1 KRO BG1/11/2, p 44 - 26 February 1839? smallpox cases lodged 
outside the workhouse,
2 KRO BGl/ll/2, p 113 - 14 October 1839: the children had to be 
moved out of.the workhouse as there were no isolation wards,
3 KRO BG1/11/2, p 202 - 7 July 1840.
4 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12222/3460a/25 February 1847.
3 PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12222/19072a/28 December 1847#
6 Foundation referred to in the Medical Officer*s report of
26 January I842, in KRO BG3/11/4 (minute book unnumbered),
7 KRO BG3/11/3, p 171 - 20 March 1841.
8 PRO MH12 12270/10915/10 September 1845#
9 KRO BG5/11/3, P 77 - 19 August 1841.
10 KRO BG6/11/3, P 556 - 20 August 1841.
11 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12334/7888a/20 August 1841.
12 V. H. T. Hawley»s ms report: PRO MH12 12370/4829/30 April 1838.
nothing to prevent epidemic disease spreading through the whole
workhouse. Reigate workhouse had a good infirmary and during the
smallpox epidemic of 1839* the guardians seriouhly considered
2turning it into a fever hospital for the whole area. In the end, 
they decided correctly that it would be illegal for them to admit
3
non-paupers into the infirmary. Meanwhile in 1838 Dr. Kay-Shuttieworth, 
the Metropolitan Assistant Commissioner, persuaded Richmond Guardians 
to build separate medical wards.^
By the early 1840s, all the Surrey Unions had equipped themselves
with either medical wards or more unusually separate hospitals, but
in spite of the horror of the 1839 smallpox epidemic few had done
anything to provide proper fever wards away from the main workhouse
buildings. Moreover, the general medical wards and hospitals were
expected to deal with every kind of sickness and disorder without
any attempt at classification: itch sufferers were placed in wards
containing patients stiffering from fevers, injuries or simply the
infirmities of old age. The later ’forties and ’fifties, however,
witnessed a growing realisation on the part of the guardians that
workhouses needed more than general wards. In addition, all the
Surrey Boards of Guardians were faced with the problem of treating
much larger numbers of sick people than they had planned for. As
H. B, Farnall, the Metropolitan Poor Law Inspector, told the Society
for the Improvement of Infirmaries of London in 1866: ’It was never
intended that the sick and infirm should be necessarily brought into
5
Workhouses if they could be properly treated in their own homes.’
1 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12390/1624a/2 February 1842.
2 KRO BG9/11/1, p 336 - 1 July 1839.
3 KRO BG9/11/1, p  339 - 24 July 1839.
4 KRO BG10/11/1, p 303 - 13 September 1838.
5 Statement made by Mir. H. B, Farnall ••••• to the Society for the
Improvement of Infirmaries of London Workhouses (London 1866).
■1
Between 1834 and 1847* the Poor Law Commissioners opposed this trend, 
but whether they liked it or not, more and more Poor Law infirmaries 
became hospitals for the sick poor of the union rather than mere 
specialised departments of the workhouse.
One of the most powerful forces for change during the later
*forties was epidemic disease which exposed the limitations of the
existing hospital services, Chertsey Guardians like most of their
contemporaries tried at first to deal with sudden emergencies by
2
turning cottages into isolation wards. But such methods were of
little use during the great cholera epidemic of 1849 when the open
land outside Chertsey was turned into a huge field-hospital with
tents supplied by the Ordnance Corps. As a result fever wards were
eventually built and o p e n e d . ^ Throughout the 1 forties and early
*fifties Dorking Guardians remained impervious to their Poor Law
Inspector*s advice and to the hardships caused by epidemic disease.
In 1856, Colonel Pigott was still calling for the provision of more
beds in the infirmary and the expansion of the fever wards but
5
without tangible results. Epsom Guardians also refused to improve
their medical facilities until the rapid deterioration of the infirmary
6 7buildings led first to their evacuation and then: their reconstruction.
The Poor Law Board was distressed by the small size of the proposed
replacement infirmary; the guardians thought that two wards, each
capable of containing twelve patients and a lying-in-ward with three
beds, would satisfy the needs of a workhouse capable of holding 350
paupers. The Poor Law Board informed the guardians that they expected
them to provide accommodation for at least ten per cent of the House*s
potential capacity. For once the guardians took the central authority’s
1 Webb, S, and B., English Poor Law Policy, p 113*
2 KRO BG1/11/4, p 214 - 8 February 1848.
3 KRO BGl/ll/4* p 371 - 4 September 1849.
4 KRO BG1/11/5, P 235 - 27 July 1852.
5 Colonel Pigott*s ms reports PRO MH12 12223/1786/7 February 1856,
6 KRO BG3/11/7, p 320 - 17 September 1851 and PRO MH12 12239/57218/ 
17 September 1851•
7 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12234/39828/9 October 1851.
8 The PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12234/41138/11 November 1851.
1
advice and resubmitted plans for a larger infirmary, costing £1,500,
2
which was opened in March 1853. By 1858, Pigott was reporting that 
Epsom had *a good separate hospital with proper Infectious and
3
Receiving Wards.* Famham Guardians nade no structural improvements 
to their workhouse infirmary even though it had to accommodate 
increasingly large numbers of patients, particularly venereal 
patients, due to the opening of the military camp at Aldershot.^-
Godstone Guardians like their contemporaries at Dorking were; not 
interested in improving their medical facilities. Following a 
serious outbreak of typhus in 1848, Pigott called for the erection 
of a new hospital and the conversion of the old general wards into
5
foul and itch wards. The Poor Law Board backed up the inspector*s 
proposals^ and deplored the deaths which had taken place in the 
House due to typhus which, they claimed, would never have broken out 
if there had been adequate infectious wards - the disease had been
7
introduced by a tramp. The guardians however decided to do nothing.
At Guildford, the initiative for expansion and improvements 
emanated from the guardians themselves rather than Colonel Pigott.
In February 1856, the visiting committee described the infirmary as
Q
*a disgrace to the Establishment* and the full board of guardians
decided to build an entirely new hospital with the Poor Law Board*s
9enthusiastic support.
Hambledon Guardians also proved relatively amenable and agreed
10
to set up a detached hospital in 1849# This was completed in
December of the same year and provided accommodation for 40 patients
11and a separate lying-in ward. However, there were still no
1 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/355/52 - 2 December 1851.
2 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12240/9674/23 March 1853#
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12241/23103/2 June 1858.
4 Famham Union to the PLB: PRO M 12 12273/12359/2 April 1855: beer
allowance granted to the nurses because of *the disgusting nature
of their work* with the venereal patients.
5 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12316/26170/15 September 1848,
6 PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12316/26170/27 September 1848,
7 KRO BG5/11/6, p 366 - 29 September 1848.
8 KRO BG6/11/12, p 223 - 9 February 1856,
9 PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12338/17114/23 May 1856.
10 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/16172/5 May 1849#
11 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/35594/5 December 1849#
infectious wards. When the Poor Law Board discovered that the
guardians had been keeping a child suffering from typhus in a
disused coachhouse, they ordered the guardians to provide adequate
accommodation for such cases. This the guardians refused to do in
spite of continuous pressure until .1863, Kingston Guardians resisted
similar representations from the central authority to erect separate
infectious wards until 1859 even though there was a dangerous out-
break of smallpox in the workhouse in 1853* Eventually, two small
isolation wards were built for £170 10s 0d.^ Reigate Guardians
admitted that their infirmary was no longer satisfactory in 1854
and recommended that it be rebuilt. The Poor Law Board agreed
7 8with alacrity and plans were submitted and approved in record
9
time. The new hospital was built at a cost of £1,380; this
provided accommodation for 50 patients, but still lacked sufficient
10isolation wards as a scarlet fever epidemic proved in 1855*
Richmond Guardians made no attempt to increase the size of
their infirmary to accommodate the ever growing number of sick poor
11in the area until Inspector Cane visited the workhouse in 1854 and
found the infirmary, receiving wards and a ward for infirm women
full of patients. At that time there were no fever or lying-in wards.
The guardians* only response to his criticism was to provide new 
12cholera wards, and as there is no record of any expenditure it is 
almost certain that these *new* facilities were only reallocated
1 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12373/2542A/23 January 1858 
and 8043/30 March 1858.
2 Hambledon Union to the PLB: 12373/43017/18 November 1858; 
12374/29035/16 July 1859; KRO BG7/11/4, p 226 - 6 February 1860.
3 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12394/6141/23 February 1855*
4 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12396/13657/6 April 1859.
5 KRO BG9/11/5* P 368 - 22 February 1854.
6 KRO BG9/11/5, P 375 -  22 March 1854.
7 KRO BG9/11/5, p 384 - 18 April 1854 and PRO MH12 12578/13413/
18 April 1854.
8 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12578/13413/25 April 1854.
9 KRO BG9/11/5, p 394 - 31 May 1854: construction started*
10 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12579/13623/21 April 1855.
11 Mr, Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12599/28050/19 July 1854.
12 Richmond Union to P:B: PRO MH12 12599/573/3 January 1855.
attached wards which were totally unsuited to the housing of highly 
infectious cases.
Neither the Famham nor the North Surrey district schools 
provided satisfactory hospital services. When Famham District 
School was opened in 1849* the Poor Law Board thought that a 
separate hospital was desirable but not essential although Lord 
Courtney, one of the two district inspectors responsible for the
school, called for the provision of separate infectious wards in
2 ■ 3
1850. As a result new buildings were added in 1851-2. In 1855,
the Royal Ordnance purchased the Aldershot site and the managers
had to rebuild the school at Crondall. Even though the move gave
the managers an ideal opportunity to improve the school’s medical
facilities, only a small infirmary containing two general wards and
two day rooms was provided.^ Even these were not kept clean and
5
there were no fever wards. Throughout the ’sixties, Inspector
W. H. T, Hawley usually described the school as being ’completely
6
satisfactory in every way. ’ It took an outbreak of ophthalmia to
disturb his complacency and draw from him a demand for two more 
7
sick wards. However, he maintained his interest thereafter and
plans for a new detached infirmary costing £900 were forwarded to
8 9
the Poor Law Board in 1869. This was completed in April 1871.
1 Famham District School to the PLB: PRO MH27/67/26119/28 August
1849.
2 Lord Courtney’s ms report: PRO MH27/67/9453/4 March 1850.
5 Colonel Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH27/68/4509/2 February 1852.
4 W, H. T, Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH27/69/42287/3 November 1856.
5 W. H. T, Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH27/69/8006/2 March 1857.
6 W. H. T. Hawley’s ms reports: PRO MH27/70/15433/22 April 1862;
8282/22 March 1865; 468O4/6 December 1864; 33502/6 September
1865, etc.
7 W. H. T. Hawlgy’s ms report: PRO MH27/70/4548/3 February 1868.
8 FDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/71/42230/28 August 1869.
9 W, H, T. Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH27/71/15051/5 April 1871.
The North Surrey District School provided slightly better
medical facilities. Indeed, one would have thought from the
reports of H. B. Farnall, the district inspector, that all was
well. Then, in 1857> the Medical Officer of Health visited the
school and declared the existing infirmary to be unsatisfactory:
there was no means of through ventilation, the water closets were
not flushed frequently enough and there were no separate fever
wards - at the time of his visit there were 29 fever cases mixed
2up with ordinary patients in the general wards. Farnall admitted 
the justice of these criticisms although he had never mentioned
3
any of the defects in his own reports. In the years that followed 
neither he nor his successors proved to be any more percipient so 
that much needed specialised accommodation was not provided until 
after the ’Great Ophthalmia Scandal* in the late ’sixties.^
During the ’forties and ’fifties, the Surrey Unions slowly 
accepted the idea that in the future a large percentage of workhouse 
inmates would be classified as sick, infirm and crippled and that an 
expansion of the infirmary service was therefore necessary although 
there was in most instances considerable hesitation before the 
guardians were prepared to expend more capital on such improvements. 
This is usually put down to the guardians* penny-pinching:, economy 
minded attitude. Certainly, the Surrey Boards were extremely 
anxious to be recognised as defenders of the public purse. However, 
this is by no means the whole story. Because of the unexpected 
change in the nature of the workhouse population, the Surrey Guardians 
found themselves with surplus accommodation arising from the decline 
in numbers of able-bodied paupers residing in the House while lacking
1 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/50/4696/7 February 1852.
2 Medical Officer of Health to PLB: PRO MH27/51/34878/10 October
1857.
3 Signed note scribbled on the back of the above.
4 See Chapter II, p£
accommodation for the sick. In the circumstances, it must have
seemed only logical that this underemployed space should he utilised
as extra medical wards. Although continually faced by the dangers
of epidemic disease due to the absence of infectious or isolation
wards, many guardians who harboured old fashioned ideas about the
causation and propagation of disease rejected the medical officers*
and inspectors* arguments as so much new fangled theorising. The
rural guardians probably had no means of comparison: there were few
hospitals in the area and middle class patients were usually treated
at home or in special accommodation provided by the doctor close to
3
or annexed to his home. As a result, the middle-aged guardian 
found it difficult to accept the need for specialist wards for the 
foul, itch sufferers, venereal patients, the imbecilic, the insane, 
eye-disease patients as well as those suffering from highly contagious 
and infectious diseases.
The inspectors* and central authority’s leadership was weakened 
by their own lack of expertise and authority. The Poor Law Board 
did not appoint a specialist medical inspector, Dr. Edward Smith, 
until 1865* and even then he was employed as an ordinary district 
inspector in Surrey and the surrounding area between 1865 and 1868, 
Only in 1868 was he relieved of his district duties and appointed 
full-time medical adviser to the Poor Law Board, la/hen a board of 
guardians refused to act upon the district inspector’s and central 
authority’s requests or demands for improvements, there was nothing 
that the central authority could do as it lacked effective coercive 
powers. Moreover, in most instances, they were not prepared to
1 See pp
2 See p 42.1
3 Abel-Smith, B., The Hospitals (London 19&4) P “150#
However, one of the first, if not the first ’cottage hospitals*
was opened by Dr. Albert Napper, a Guildford medical officer, at 
Cranleigh in 1859 O^cCurrick, H, J., Treatment of the Sick Poor 
of this Country (London 1929) P 153# By 1865 there were 
eighteen cottage hospitals; by 1880 the number had risen to 180 
\Burdett, H. C., Cottage Hospitals. General. Fever and 
Convalescent (London 1896) p 17j * •
prejudice the possibility of future good relations by bringing 
sustained pressure to bear on recalcitrant boards of guardians.
As a result of Dr. Edward Smith!s short but dramatic tour of
service something very like a revolution took place in the Surrey
Guardians1 attitude. His reports differ completely from his
colleagues* in length, detailed analysis and force as well as in
quality and depth of understanding. He appears to have combined
personal charm and considerable debating skill with an incisive
mind as he was able to persuade the Surrey Guardians to initiate
more medical improvements in three years than most of them had done
during the previous twenty. Admittedly Dr. Smith’s dramatic success
had been made possible by Pigott*s long, painstaking if less well
informed inspectoral tour of duty. He had done much to break
down the prejudices of the Surrey Guardians in the period between
1846 and 1862. The Lancet Commissioners* vicious attack on Farnham*s 
2
medical facilities which received widespread coverage in both the 
national and local press and necessitated a full scale investigation 
by the Poor Law Board and a report to the House of Commons must also 
have played its part in modifying the attitudes of the Surrey Guardians,
Even before Dr. Smith’s arrival, his predecessor, Mr. Cane, had 
been trying to convince Chertsey Guardians that their hospital needed 
improving if they were to avoid a devastating outbreak of infectious 
disease.^- As soon as Dr. Smith was appointed, the guardians invited
1 Similar developments took place in Nottinghamshire in the later 
’sixties: Caplan, C., ’The Poor Law in Nottinghamshire 1836-71** 
Transactions of the Thoroton Society of Nottinghamshire  ^ LXXIV 
(1970).
• 2 The Lancet Sanitary Commission for Investigating the State of
the Infirmaries of Workhouses. Country Workhouse Infirmaries,
No. Ill Farnham. Lancet, 1867, Vol. ii, pp 496-498# Hereafter 
referred to as ’the Lancet Report on Famham Infirmary’.
3 The Report of Mr. Lambert and Dr. Edward Smith after their Inquiry 
into the Charges contained in the ’Lancet* Journal of the 19th of 
October 1867, with respect to the state and management of the 
workhouse of the Famham Union. Report to the House of Commons, 
1868, no. 134? copy in the Farnham Public Library: R 362.51094 
64.48060. Hereafter referred to as ’-the Poor Law Report on 
Famham Infirmary’.
4 Cane’s ms report: PRO MH12 12150/19679/28 May 1862 and particularly 
14532/24 April 1865 and 41362/7 November 1865.
1
him to visit the union and report on its medical facilities. He
submitted an impressively detailed attack upon the whole establishment
which caused the guardians to rebuild the infirmary and institute a
far reaching programme of reforms affecting every area of workhouse 
2
management. Although most of Smithes criticisms had been dealt
with by the time J. J. Henley took over the area as district inspector,
3
the hospital still lacked isolation wards for infectious patients. 
Henley also failed to persuade the guardians that they needed a 
fever hospital.^ " The guardians contacted all the local unions -
5
Kingston, Epsom, Guildford and Windsor - in the hope that they could 
persuade them to accept their infectious cases but all refused.^
Instead of admitting defeat the guardians fell back on the old 
argument that each parish should provide a pest house for the reception 
of its own fever cases.^  The last great smallpox epidemic ended in 
1871 without either the Poor Law Board or its successor, the Local 
Government Board, managing to convince the reluctant guardians of the 
need for a separate fever hospital.
At Dorking, Smith found the infectious wards filled with patients
8suffering from all kinds of diseases ranging from itch to smallpox.
In face of the inspector's criticisms, the guardians divided each'
fever ward into two and provided the hospital with most of the special
9
equipment such as fracture beds, he asked for. However, Smith*s
1 Chertsey Union to Dr. Edward Smith: PRO MH12 12151/38694-/4 April
1866.
2 Dr. Smiths ms reports: PRO MH12 12151/39901/16 August 1866;
59901/16 October 1866; 12152/18774/14 May 1867; 37179/25 September 
1867: each report is full of criticism of the existing conditions 
and positive advice for their improvement,
3 KRO BG1/11/10, p 102 - 22 February 1870; a copy of J. J. Henley’s
Report.
4 KRO BG1/11/10, p 135 - 19 April 1870.
5 KRO BG1/11/10, p 195 - 26 July 1870.
6 KRO BG1/11/10, p 201 - 9 August 1870.
7 KRO BG1/11/10, p 201 - 9 August 1870.
8 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/41843/25 October 1866.
9 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12225/35923/19 September 1867*
successor, J. J. Henley, on his first visit to the union, declared the 
infirmary to he filthy and the provision for infectious cases 
inadequate. The Poor Law Board’s last report on Dorking 
criticised the same points and called for the erection of detached 
fever wards; there was a smallpox case in the infirmary at the time 
of Mr, Longley1s visit in 1871 and he pointed out that there was
2nothing to stop the disease spreading throughout the entire workhouse.
At Epsom, Smith encountered a particularly hostile and un­
cooperative board of guardians. His first report contained a mass
-z.
of detailed criticisms. On his next visit in 1867, he noted that
none of the points he had raised in 1866 had been dealt with.^ As
nothing had been done by the time of his third visit in 1867 Smith
complained to the Poor Law Board about the guardians1 obstructive 
5
attitude. The Board responded by sending a sharply worded letter
to the guardians calling for the immediate remedying of the defects
6mentioned in Dr. Smith’s reports. Undeterred by this, the guardians
replied with a bold lie, claiming that they had carried out all
Smith’s requests with one minor exception, the reflooring of the old 
7
men’s day room. Eventually, they gave way and carried out most of
the required improvements. In January 1868, J. J. Henley reported
that itch had broken out in the women’s ward and was likely to spread.
as there were no itch wardsjhe also pointed out that the ventilation
8of the infirmary was inadequate. He was no more successful than
1 J. J. Henley’s ms reports: PRO MH12 12225/6666/21 February 1868
and 49080/15 October 1868.
2 Mr. Longley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12225/18415/27 April 1871.
5 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12242/41449/17 October 1866.
4 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12243/19726/17 May 1867.
5 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12243/38075/8 October 1867.
6 PLB to Epsom Union: PRO LH12 12243/38075A/29 October 1867.
7 Epsom Union to PLB: PRO LH12 12243/43495/18 November 1867.
8 Mr. Henley’s ms report: PRO LH12 12243/4424/31 January 1868.
Smith in persuading the guardians to build much needed extra
accommodation. In 1869, he described the children’s ward in the
infirmary as being ’grossly overcrowded*: there were 30 children in
the same room, some suffering from eczema and some from ophthalmia -
eczema had reached epidemic proportions and he expected ophthalmia 
-|
to do the same. The only practical step the guardians were
prepared to take as a result of the central authority’s constant
2 3pressure was to convert an old storeroom into a children’s ward.
Happily, the election of a new chairman of the board of guardians
led to a marked improvement in the organisation of the workhouse and
in the relations between the guardians and the Poor Law Board and
its inspectors,^ but by August 1871 they still had not provided the
required detached fever wards, even though their own medical officer
5
requested that they be built.
W. H. T. Hawley, backed up by the Poor Law Board, demanded the
g
provision of a fever hospital at Farnham as early as 1863.
Reluctantly, the guardians agreed and obtained the Poor Law Board’s
permission to build two attached fever wards in 1864. Starting in
1865* the workhouse medical officer began to bombard the Poor Law
Board with complaints about the condition of the infirmary and work- 
0
house as a whole. No reference was made either to Dr. Powell’s 
complaints or to any deficiencies in the medical services in 
W. H. T. Hawley’s reports during this period, although he did call
Q
for the erection of detached fever wards in 1867. The board of
1 Mr. Henley’s ms report: PRO LH12 12243/17689/24 March 1869.
2 PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12243/17689/16 April 1869.
3 Epsom Union to PLB: PRO MH12 12245/23103/7 May 1869.
4 J. J. Henley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12243/10049/21 February 1870.
5 KRO BG3/11/10, p 170 - 22 February 1871.
6 PLB to Famham Union: PRO MH12 12274/41 &9A/16 February 1863.
7 PLB to Farnham Union: PRO MH12 12275/10336A/6 April 1864.
8 Correspondence began with: PRO MH12 12276/49760/29 December 1865.
9 W. H. T. Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12277/5431/3 January 1867.
guardians reacted angrily to the central authority*s letter calling 
for the construction of a separate hospital, pointing out that the 
hoard had sanctioned the provision of attached wards as recently as 
1864. Things remained as they were until the publication of a 
stunningly comprehensive assault on Farnham1s medical facilities, 
the guardians, the Poor Law Inspector and the central authority 
itself by the Lancet in October 1867.
According to the Lancet Commissioners, the infirmary wards were 
badly lit and ventilated - there were windows in only one wall; 
nearly all the water closets were out-of-doors and dirty and as no 
toilet paper was provided, *the drains frequently get choked with 
rags and other rubbish which the unlucky patients are forced to use,*
The effluent was drawn into a huge open cesspool so that * stinks 
abound from time to time,* The fever wards had only one toilet and 
that was outside. The washing facilities were deemed to be totally 
inadequate.^
As soon as this report appeared in print, W, H, T, Hawley called
3
for *an immediate and searching enquiry,* His demand was echoed not
only by the Poor Law Board^ but by the House of Commons, The enquiry,
although deprecating the sensational style of the Lancet Commissioners*
5
article, supported many of its criticisms. On announcing its findings 
to the Farnham Guardians and assuring them that *many of the most 
damning charges had been disproved*, the Poor Law Board pointed out that
(a) the accommodation provided for the old and infirm men and 
infectious cases was unsuitable and should be improved,
(b) the lying-in ward was *quite inadequate*,
(c) the system of ventilation in the infirmary, fever wards and 
venereal wards was *objectionable in character*,
1 Famham Union to PLB: PRO MH12 12277/9959/21 March 1867.
2 The Lancet Report on Famham Infirmary, pp 496-98.
3 W, H. T. Hawley to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/59511/23 October 1867.
4 PRO MH12 12277/40593/9 November 1867s Inspectors John Lambert and
Dr, Edward Smith appointed to conduct the enquiry,
5 Poor Law Report on Farnham Infirmary: PRO MH12 12277/8690/10 March
1868.
(d) the haths were inconveniently constructed and additional ones 
should be provided,
(e) the supply of towels was inadequate and additional furniture and 
fittings were needed in many rooms *especially in the wards 
occupied by the sick*,
(f) the lavatories should be trapped and a water supply provided, and
-j
(g) the cesspool should be removed.
In fact, nearly all the Lancet Commissioners* main criticisms- were
proved correct not only by the Poor Law inspectors* enquiry but also
by evidence supplied by one at least of the guardians and by Richard
Eager, a surgeon at the Royal Surrey County Hospital. In a letter
to the Times, Thomas Wightman, the guardian representing Aldershot,
wrote, *The description of Farnham Workhouse published in the
Lancet ..... is unquestionably true. Scandalous as the facts referred
to appear, others of a more shocking nature might have been introduced
2into the picture to render it still more revolting.* Richard Eager
wrote in the same edition that on a visit to Farnham workhouse, he
had found *the wards ..... overcrowded to an extreme degree, without
sufficient window space, and with ventilation at its minimum* and
concluded, *1 cannot conceive a worse-arranged building, a worse-
managed one, or one more thoroughly unfitted for the reception and
3
treatment of the sick,*
The guardians responded by attacking the Poor Law Board.^ They 
asserted that the building had been improved under their supervision 
and that the Board had sanctioned all the changes they had made. Nor 
were they in any hurry to rectify the worst aspects of the building.
1 These are only the points applying to the medical facilities,
2 The Times, 23 October 1867.
3 Ibid.
4 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO M 2  12277/10570/2 April 1868.
In May W. H. T. Hawley reported, no doubt still smarting from his
-|
exclusion from the board of enquiry, that nothing had yet been done
to provide new accommodation or to remove the cesspool, although more
2towels had been issued and the washing facilities improved. In
fact plans for the construction of additional accommodation and the
modification of the existing buildings were submitted in October and
3
work started almost immediately. As a result of this ugly affair, 
the medical facilities of Famham Union were brought up to a 
relatively high standard.
At Godstone, Dr. Smith declared the infirmary to be completely
unsuitable and called for the erection of an entirely new building,^
The existing medical wards were, he alleged, totally unfit for sick
people and foul, itch and children’s wards were required in addition 
5
to general wards. J. J. Henley kept up the pressure and as a
6result an ’excellent new infirmary* was planned, built and occupied.
Guildford Guardians proved to be equally difficult to convince.
Smith deemed their infirmary too small to deal with the growing
7
number of sick in the union. There was no immediate response and
J. J. Henley discovered in 1868 that a surgical patient had contacted
smallpox on being placed in the infectious ward, the general wards 
0
being full. Even this lesson remained unheeded as Henley found
ordinary patients in the fever wards on his next two visits to the 
9
union. 'When the Poor Law Board drew the guardians* attention to 
their inspector’s comments, they capitulated and agreed to build a
1 W. H. T. Hawley’s ’Apology’ to PLB: PRO MH12 12277/1820/
31 December 1867*
2 W. H. T. Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12277/17632/6 May 1868.
3 Pamham Union to PLB: PRO MH12 12277/43670/2 October 1868.
4 KRO BG5/11/11, p 135 - 19 July 1867.
5 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12320/19686/16 May 1867.
6 J. J. Henley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12320/93^3/11 February 1870:
hospital occupied.
7 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12341/92 52/12 March 1867#
8 J. J. Henley's ms report: PRO MH12 12342/63212/19 December 1868.
9 J. J. Henley's ms report: PRO MH12 12342/23409/3 May 1869 and
45118/18 September 1869.
1
series of new detached wards, The new inspector, Mr. Longley,
pointed out in 1870 that this would make the life of the nurses
extremely difficult as they had to travel considerable distances
2
from one ward to another.
Hambledon Guardians responded quite well to Smith’s critical 
3
reports and carried out a large number of minor reforms: more
towels, better washing facilities, more furniture and medical 
equipment were provided and Smith declared the situation ’much 
improved* in his last report in September 1867. But as usual the 
guardians were reluctant to make any major changes involving heavy 
capital expenditure. In 1870, J, J. Henley asked the Poor Law 
Board to draw the guardians* attention to the insufficiency of the 
infirmary accommodation,^ This was done but there was no further 
building under the aegis of the Poor Law Board.
Before Smith’s visits to Kingston workhouse, his predecessor,
Mr, Corbett, had called for more accommodation for infectious and
5
ordinary patients as the infirmary was ’hopelessly* overcrowded.
Initially, there was no positive response, but plans were agreed in
1863 and two small fever wards each capable of containing twelve
patients were built. However, Dr. Smith was totally dissatisfied
with what he found at Kingston in I867: the fever wards were being
used for general cases; itch and venereal patients were mixed with
ordinary patients ’hence two Fever Wards, two Itch Wards and Two
7
Venereal Wards are required ,....* In consequence, the infectious
1 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12342/19265/18 April 1870.
2 Mr, Longley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12342/32605/25 June 1870.
3 Dr. Smith’s ms reports: PRO MH12 12376/11177/26 March 1866;
42857/25 October 1866; 11621/28 March 1867; 36563/24 September
1867.
4 J. J. Henley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12379/8174/3 February 1870.
5 Mr. Corbett’s ms report: PRO MH12 12398/24321/30 May 1862,
6 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12598/33268/5 September 1863.
7 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12400/3942/14 January I867.
wards were raised by a storey and a new infirmary with 80 beds was 
built to accommodate sick women. Towards the end of the period,
Mr, Longley complained that the reputation of the Kingston Infirmary 
was so high that *many sick persons saught admission as vagrants;* 
the female infirmary, in his opinion, was excellent although the 
male department still had many deficiencies.
Smith found the infirmary accommodation at Reigate far from
3
satisfactory^ and improvements were set in motion immediately after 
his first visit. In his next report, he described the infirmary as 
*very clean and orderly1; and recorded that its new wards were open,^ 
For once, Smith had been accorded the powerful support of the local 
people who memorialised the Reigate Guardians and the Poor Law Board
5
calling for the establishment of a fever hospital in the area. 
Unfortunately, the local residents wanted the hospital to be open to 
fee paying patients as well as paupers. At first, the Poor Law 
Board remained silent on this aspect of the case whilst approving
£
the new plans and encouraging the guardians to make a speedy start. 
When the guardians persisted in their enquiry the Board was forced 
to admit that according to the law the guardians could only provide
7
hospital accommodation for the chargeable poor. As a result the 
scheme was dropped and the guardians offered to build fever wards
g
instead. At this stage, Dr. Smith intervened and put forward his own 
designs for the proposed infirmary extensions, which provided lighting 
and ventilation by windows on both sides of the buildings instead of
1 J. J. Henley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12401/8678/9 February 1869: new 
wards open.
2 Mr. Longley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12402/30962/7 July 1870.
3 Dr. Smith*s ms report: PRO MH12 12582/41842/6 October 1866.
4 Lr. Smith*s ms report: PRO MH12 12582/20036/16 May 1867.
5 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12582/25635/20 June 1867-
6 PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12582/25635/27 June 1867.
7 PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12582/26621A/2 July 1867.
8 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12. 12582/34038/29 August 1867.
from one side only as the guardians had planned as well as attached
1
toilet and washing facilities# His plans were adopted by the 
2
guardians and the new fever wards built. Smith’s successors,
J. J, Henley and Mr. Longley, reported favourably oh" :. , Reigate*s
medical facilities until the spring of 1871 when Longley became
3
worried about the overcrowding of the infirmary. On receiving his 
report the guardians immediately started building new wards to meet 
the increased demand.^
Richmond workhouse came under the scrutiny of Dr. Markham, the 
inspector responsible for the Metropolitan area. He found an ill-
c
lit, badly-ventilated infirmary consisting of four separate buildings
and suggested that it should be entirely reconstructed with purpose
6built infectious and reception wards. The Richmond Guardians 
regarded the separateness of the wards as a positive advantage and
7
refused to consider rebuilding the hospital as they had only just 
completed a new ’cholera ward*. Markham’s successors, Mr. Corbett 
and H. Courtney, faced similar problems. When cholera broke out in 
the workhouse in 1867 due to the lack of reception wards, Corbett 
called for the provision of new accommodation, but the guardians were
Q
only prepared to convert some existing and unsuitable wards. These 
were immediately commandeered for other uses - Lord Courtney found
Q
them full of itch cases in 1868. On reading Courtney’s highly
critical report, the guardians set up a committee to investigate his 
10charges. Their report was extremely worrying: they found that the
1 Dr. Smith to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12582/37579/8 October 1867.
2 Reigate Union to the PLB: KRO BG9/11/8, p 368 - 6 November 1867#
3 Mr. Longley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12583/41673/23 July 1870.
4 Mr. Longley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12583/10251/18 February 1871.
5 Dr. Markham’s ms report: PRO MH12 12560/45330/5 November 1866.
6 Dr. Markham’s ms report: PRO MH12 12560/45330/26 November 1866.
7 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12560/47854/30 November 1866.
8 Mr. Corbett’s ms report: PRO MH12 12561/19384/17 May 1867.
9 H. Courtney’s ms report: PRO MH12 12561/52322/2 November 1868.
10 KRO BG10/11/9, p 133 - 19 November 1868.
sick were being lodged in both tramp wards, the men’s dayroom and
1 2 the itch, refractory and lunatic wards. At first, little was done
but with more pressure Courtney succeeded in convincing the guardians
of the necessity for new accommodation. By November 1870, Courtney
was able to report that the infirmary was ’adequate1.
None of the Surrey Unions regarded themselves as being self- 
sufficient in medical matters. All established relationships with 
voluntary hospitals to supplement their own facilities. An act of 
1851^ permitted boards of guardians to subscribe to voluntary 
hospitals and infirmaries devoted to the reception of the sick or 
disabled, or of persons suffering from chronic complaints with the 
approval of the central authority. All the Surrey Boards of Guardians 
were quick to take advantage of this opportunity; indeed, many of 
them had established such relationships long before it became 
official policy,
Most Surrey Boards of Guardians entered into contractswith 
London hospitals which provided the best surgical treatment and 
facilities then known: Chertsey linked itself with Westminster
c ^
Hospital, Kingston with the London Hospital, Richmond with St.
V 8George’s, Farnham and Kingston with Guy’s and Hambledon and Richmond
9
with St. Thomas ’. Important provincial hospitals like the Royal
1 KRO BG10/11/9, p 163 - 21 January 1869.
2 H. Courtney’s ms report: PRO MH12 12601/28472/26 May 1869.
3 H. Courtney’s ms report: PRO MH12 12601/48703/4 November 1870,
4 14 and 15 Victoria c 105, s. 54*
5 KRO BG1/11/3, P 199 - 19 March 1844.
6 KRO BG8/11/5, P 355 - 9 December I856.
7 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12599/29595/13 July 1859.
8 Famham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12273/33256/17 August 1859 and 
KRO BG8/11/8, p 263 - 24 January 1865.
9 KRO BG7/11/4, P 222 - 23 January 1860; KRO BG10/11/6, p 44 - 
27 April 1854.
Guildford Hospital and the Sussex Hospital provided similar
•j
facilities for sick paupers from Chertsey and Farnham, and from
2Dorking and Kingston respectively.
Various other specialist institutions were approached in the
same way. The Lock Hospital received venereal patients from Farnham,
3
Godstone and Guildford; the London Consumption Hospital received 
tuberculosis victims from Kingston;^- Brompton Hospital cancer
5
sufferers from Farnham; and Charing Cross Ophthalmic Hospital eye 
cases from Hambledon. ^ Hydropathy which was so popular with the 
upper and middle classes in Victorian England was made available to 
the Surrey paupers: sick inmates from Chertsey and Guildford Unions 
were forwarded to the Bath Mineral Water Hospital where they . 
received not only draughts of the famous mineral waters but also
7
medicinal baths. The efficacy of sea air and sea bathing was also 
accepted by the Surrey Guardians and paupers from Farnham, Kingston 
and Richmond were sent to the Royal Sea Bathing Infirmary at Margate
g
to convalesce after long and debilitating illnesses.
By 1871# the Surrey Boards of Guardians provided what were by 
contemporary standards, excellent institutional medical services.
1 KRO BG1/11/10, p 31 ~ 21 September 1869; Farnham Union to the PLB: 
PRO MH12 12278/4001/19 January 1869.
2 KRO BG2/11/1, p 246 - 7 December 1837; KRO BG8/11/10, p 83 - 
6 October 1868.
3 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/6179A/16 February 1866'*
Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12320/12473/9 April 1868.
KRO BG6/11/15, P 251 - 31 December 1864.
4 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12401/47171/1 October 1868.
5 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12278/4001/19 January 1869.
6 KRO BG7/11/1, p 321 - 12 April 1841.
7 KRO BG1/11/6, p 88 - 16 October 1835; KRO BG6/11/3, p 476 -
3 January 1861•
8 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12272/17416B/4  May 1868. 
Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12401/47866/7 October 1868. 
Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12599/29595/13 July 1859.
(b) WORKHOUSE MEDICAL OFFICERS
The Workhouse medical officer^ faced the same kind of problems
and displayed the same kind of weaknesses as his colleague, the
• . jdistrict medical officer. His problems were often aggravated by the
fact that he was in charge of a medical district as well as the 
workhouse. Some Surrey Boards of Guardians came to appreciate the 
danger of this arrangement and appointed specialist workhouse medical 
officers: Guildford Board of Guardians appointed James Stedman in
p
1845 at a salary of £40 p.a., Kingston George Taylor in 1844 at a
3 4salary of £45 p.a., Godstone Dr. Watts in 1865 at £60 p.a.,
Hambledon Dr. Parsons in 1868 at £68 p.a., Farnham Dr. Knowles at
6 T£60 p.a. in 1863, and Richmond Dr. Chapman in 1852 at £50 p.a.
Because specialist workhouse medical officers were not normally
required to travel in the course of their duties, their pay remained
low: for example the Guildford officer’s salary only increased by
Q
£20 p.a. during the course of the period, which hardly recompensed
him for the growth in his duties due to the constant enlargement of
9
the infirmary and the increase in the price of drugs. Kingston
Guardians proved to be rather more generous and increased their
10officer’s salary of £45 p.a. to £66 p.a. in 1855 and to £120 p.a.
11in 1866. However, the Godstone and Hambledon Workhouse Medical 
Officers * salaries remained virtually unchanged until 1871«
1 See Chapter III, pp m-lS2
2 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12335/1969a/27 February 1843.
3 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12391/3072a/l5 March 1844.
4 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/20694/27 May 1865i
5 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/51240/3 October 1868.
6 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12275/28889B/31 July 1863.
7 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12599/1331/9 January 1852.
8 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12340/1214/10 January 1860.
9 KRO BG6/11/7* P 251 - 26 August 1848: Mir. Stedman resigned as he 
could not afford to buy good quality drugs; his successor also 
made the same point (KRO BG6/11/8, p 107 - 29 September 1849) but 
the guardians refused to increase the officer’s salary.
10 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12394/10767/4 April 1855.
11 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12400/46488/22 November 1866.
It was not possible to obtain a clear picture of the Surrey 
Workhouse Medical Officers rates of pay until 1850 when the Poor 
Law Board insisted for the first time that they be granted a 
separate allowance for the performance of infirmary duties.
The following table shows that the Workhouse Medical Officers* 
salaries rose even more slowly than those of their district 
colleagues.
t
TABLE Y.i The Surrey Poor Law Workhouse Medical Officers 
Salaries Between 1851 and 1871
1851 1861 1871
UNION
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CHERTSEY £35 193 £40 227 £50 174
DORKING * 112 * 97 £15 128
EPSOM £45 219 £45 174 £52 234
FARNHAM £20 81 £20 70 £55 132
GODSTONE £30 96 * 74 £63 98
GUILDFORD £40 214 £60 84 £60 204
HAMBLEDON £15 194 £55 123 £68 108
KINGSTON £50 146 £66 174 £120 343
REIGATE £40 143 £40 172 £50 191
RICHMOND £50 148 £80 138 £100 204
* Workhouse and District salaries undivided.
1 Compare with Table XXII, p 2/5^
During the same period of time, the salaries of the Medical Officers
of the Farnham and the North Surrey District Schools rose from £20
to £40 p.a. and from £50 to £100 p.a. respectively while the school
populations increased from about 80 to 130 in the case of Farnham
and from 600 to nearly 900 in the case of the North Surrey District
School. On the other hand, the Workhouse Medical Officer of
Wolverhampton Infirmary which had 120 wards was duly paid £200 p.a.
which included the provision of all medicines and midwifery service^
while the.Workhouse Medical Officer of Walshall Infirmary received
£100 p.a., out of which he had to pay for all medicines: Walshall
2
workhouse had an average population of 130.
The Provincial Medical and Surgical Association worked hard to 
raise workhouse medical officers salaries and suggested in 1840 
that they should receive between 4s 6d and 6s for every case they 
treated. This was higher than the rate they proposed district 
officers should be paid for treating outdoor paupers but as they 
pointed out there was a much higher incidence of disease among work­
house inmates than among the outdoor poor. Moreover, workhouse 
medical officers had other duties to perform such as certifying and 
visiting lunatics: if a union*s lunatics were farmed out to several
asylums the medical officer was involved in a considerable amount of 
3
travelling.
The workhouse medical officer's duties were very burdensome. 
According to Article 78 of the Workhouse Regulations, he was required 
to attend his patients at the times laid down by the guardians and
1 Report on Wolverhampton Workhouse, the Lancet, 2 November 1867,
P 556.
2 Report on Walshall Workhouse, the Lancet, 9 November 1867, P 586.
3 Hodgkinson, R., op. cit., pp 129-30 and KRO BG1/11/3, P 155 
(10 October 1843); Dr. Harris, the Kingston Workhouse Medical 
Officer was awarded £20 p.a. for this work (Kingston Union to 
the PLB: PRO MH12 124OO/46488/22 November 1866)#
whenever the master sent for him to treat cases of sudden illness,
1
accident or emergency. He was obliged to examine all paupers
2applying for admission to the House and all lunatics and imbeciles 
3
lodged there. He was required to give all necessary directions 
for the dieting, classification and treatment of sick and lunatic 
paupers and to provide all requisite medicines out of his own 
pocket,^ The guardians had to be furnished with certificates 
stating the nature of each patient*s illnessv and prompt reports 
of any deaths that occurred, stating their cause and circumstances. 
Registers of sickness and mortality had to be maintained and a record 
kept of all visits made, treatment ordered and extra nourishment 
provided,^
The Consolidated Order of 1847 added still more responsibilities. 
The workhouse medical officer was to report any pauper of unsound 
mind who seemed to be dangerous or whom he thought should be sent to
g
a lunatic asylum. He was required to vaccinate every child entering 
9
the House, The increased respect in which the workhouse medical
officer was held was reflected by the extension of his supervisory
powers: he was to report any defect in the workhouse*s diet, drainage,
ventilation, heating, or any other facility, and overcrowding in any
class of inmates which he considered to be detrimental to their
10health and that of the other inmates.
1 1 PLC (1835)5 repeated in the Consolidated Order of July 1847* 
Article 207, No, 1 and No, 2.
2 Ibid, No. 3.
3 Ibid, No. 4.
4 Ibid, No. 2,
5 Ibid, Article 205, No. 3*
6 Ibid, Article 207, No. 8.
7 Ibid.
8 Consolidated Order of July 1847* Article 207, No. 4.
9 Consolidated Order of July 1847* Article 207, No. 5.
10 Consolidated Order of July 1847* Article 207, No. 6.
Most workhouse medical officers had difficulty coping with
their duties. Dr. Stedman of Guildford warned his board of guardians
in 1848 that he would have to resign unless his salary was increased
as he had to attend the infirmary almost every day to examine
candidates for admittance as well as the sick so that it was virtually
impossible for him to maintain his private practice. The guardians
referred the case to the Poor Law Board, which ruled that he was
2
entitled to ’some reasonable addition* to his salary. However, 
nothing was done to ease Stedman*s situation, and he was forced to
3
resign. His successor, Richard Eager, soon found himself in 
similar difficulties and at the end of his first year in office 
asserted that he had made 8,585 separate visits to 725 sick inmates 
and tested the eligibility for admission into the House of 779 paupers.^ 
A motion to raise his salary was defeated by eight votes to five and
5
he was sent a vote of thanks instead.
Many other Surrey workhouse medical officers faced this problem 
and had to boost their incomes by establishing flourishing private 
practices. This in turn restricted the amount of time they could 
devote to their pauper patients: a sick pauper died at Reigate work­
house in 1854 because neither the medical officer nor his assistant 
could be foundf Dr. Harcourt was reproved by the Chertsey Guardians
7
in 1841 for his irregular attendance at the Housejas was Dr. Crook 
of Godstone Union in 1842 - the latter had not visited the workhouse
g
for over a week. The Epsom and Kingston Guardians rebuked their
1 KRO BG6/11/7, p 89 - 25 March 1848.
2 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12336/8849/1 April 1848.
3 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12336/27195/30 September 1848,
4 KRO BG6/11/8, p 107 - 29 September 1849.
5 KRO BG6/11/8, p 126 - 13 October 1849.
6 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12578/13666/25 April 1854.
7 KRO BG1/11/2, p 260 - 26 January 1841.
8 KRO BG5/11/4, p 106 -  21 October 1842.
1 2workhouse medical officers for the same reason in 1850 and 1858
respectively. Dr. Eady was reprimanded for not visiting Chertsey
workhouse for two weeks during the winter of 1860 even though fever
5
was rife in the nursery.
Sometimes workhouse medical officers could not treat sick inmates 
because they were attending private patients. This was the case 
when Mrs. Edgington, an inmate of Dorking workhouse, died after 
giving birth to twins, unseen and untreated by the workhouse medical 
officer.^ Occasionally, the doctor himself was ill. After Frederick
f-
Lawton, the workhouse medical officer of Hambledon Union, was severely
criticised by a 0 coroner*s jury for failing to attend a seriously
5
sick workhouse patient called William Fain, he convinced his board
6of guardians that at the time he had been too ill to leave his bed.
In spite of this tragedy, the guardians decided two years later that
only the workhouse medical officer could decide how often he needed
7
to visit the workhouse. Hambledon Guardians courted disaster by
8passing a similar resolution in 1868. Fortunately, most guardians,
like Epsom*s insisted on their workhouse medical officer visiting the
9
sick personally at least once a day.
These tragedies should have underlined the workhouse medical 
officer’s need for properly qualified deputies and assistants, but 
in rural areas there were rarely enough general practitioners to
1 KRO BG3/11/7
2 KRO BG8/11/6
3 KRO BG1/11/7
4 KRO BG2/11/5
5 KRO BG7/11/6
6 KRO BG7/11/6
7 KRO BG7/11/6
8 KRO BG7/11/6
9 KRO BG3/11/7
', p 179 - 14 August 1850,
, p 196 - 28 December 1858.
r, p 237 - 11 December 1860,
>, p 141 - 2 December 1852.
., pp 69-70 - 12 March 1866.
P 75 — 26 March 1866.
i, p 4O8 - 2 November 1868.
», p 4O8 ~ 2 November 1868.
, p 179 - 14 August 1850. Mr. Stilwell had gone away 
without permission leaving his partner, Dr. Shelley, to look after 
his pauper patients.
serve as deputies, and the Surrey workhouse medical officers could 
not afford to hire assistants specifically to help them with their 
workhouse duties. Even when officers had suitably qualified deputies 
or assistants, there was no guarantee that they would be free when 
needed. In 1848, Charles Pudwine, a Godstone pauper, died after 
more than three days* illness without being seen by either the work­
house medical officer, Dr. Stedman, or his deputy. Stedman claimed
that both he and his deputy were fully occupied throughout the
1
period and were unable to visit the workhouse. The Poor Law Board
accepted his explanation and advised the board of guardians to
SI
appoint a second deputy.
Medical officers with assistants tended to delegate their 
Poor Law practices to them. Dr. Smith, the Chertsey Workhouse Medical 
Officer, was reprimanded in 1837 for continually sending his 
assistant to treat sick inmates even though the board had ’already
3
signified to Mr. Smith their opinion of that person’s incompetency. 1 
The Epsom Workhouse Medical Officer received a similar warning in 
1850^ as did Kingston’s in 1858,^
As the ’fifties and ’sixties progressed the Poor Law Inspectors 
became more and more dissatisfied with the poor standard of the work­
house medical officers* record-keeping. In 1854> Inspector Cane 
criticised the Richmond Workhouse Medical Officer for not recording 
the fact that a large number of young children in the House were 
suffering from ’cutaneous erruption.* Several years later, Cane 
discovered large discrepancies between the number of visits to
1 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12336/18414/26 June 1848.
2 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12336/18414/5 July 1848.
3 KRO BG1/11/1, p 209 - 28 March 1837.
4 KRO BG3/11/7, p 184 - 28 August 1850.
5 KRO BG8/11/6, p 196 - 28 December 1858.
6 Mr. Cane’s ms report: PRO MH12 12599/28050/19 July 1854.
Chertsey Infirmary recorded by Dr. Eager, the medical officer, and
-J
the number entered in the porter*s book. As this complaint coincided
with a charge of neglect, Eager resigned before the Poor Law Board
2
could clear up the matter.
VJhen in 1865 Inspector Cane noted in his report on Dorking
Union that Dr. Chaldecott failed to keep up his relief book even
3
though he had received repeated warnings, the Poor Law Board ordered
Dorking Guardians to see that the medical officer complied with the
workhouse regulations and kept an accurate record of his visits to
the workhouse as well as filling in his relief book.^ Chaldecott
told the central authority that his professional duties left him
5
no time for paper work. This impudent letter seems to have stirred 
Inspector Cane to greater efforts because on his next visit to 
Dorking workhouse he went over the medical wards with a fine tooth- 
comb and discovered all kinds of deficiencies: the patients were not 
receiving the special diets ordered by the doctor although the food 
was being drawn out of the stores, and medicines were not being 
properly made up or given out at the stated times. Once again, 
Chaldecott refused to admit that he was in any way to blame and 
claimed that it was not his duty to supervise the provision of food 
and medicine. 1 The Poor Law Board counterattacked by pointing out that 
as Chaldecott*s relief book was not up-to-date the master and matron 
had no means of checking his verbal instructions; moreover, it was 
his duty to see that his patients received the treatment that he
1 Mr. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12150/43100/18 November 1865.
2 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12150/6943/24 February 1864#
5 R. B. Cane * s ms report: PRO MS12 12224/19937/20 Nay 1865.
4 The PLB to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12224/25396/13 June 1865.
5 Dr. Chaldecott to the PLB: PRO M 2  12224/24243/17 June 1865.
6 R. B. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/3*1532/10 August 1865.
7 Dr. Chaldecott to the PLB: PRO MH12 12224/32579/23 August 1865.
1 2 3prescribed. The workhouse medical officers of Richmond, Guildford
and Hambledon^ were also reprimanded for failing to keep up their
relief books in 1854* 1856 and 1868 respectively.
In 1868 Mr, Riley, the Master of Hambledon workhouse, criticised 
Dr. Lawton, the medical officer, for failing to keep accurate records. 
He demonstrated that Lawton was still ordering diets for patients 
who had been discharged cured some time previously. On investigating 
these charges, the guardians had to admit that they were *well
g
founded1 but as they still regarded Lawton as an efficient officer,
the Poor Law Board contented themselves with cautioning him to take
7
greater'care over his book-keeping in future. In the same year, a
much more serious case arose in Eamham Union where the workhouse
medical officer, Dr. Powell, was charged with greatly exaggerating
the number of cases he had treated by including all the inmates who
8suffered from minor ailments in his records. The subsequent enquiry
not only proved him guilty of falsifying his attendance figures, but
also uncovered the fact that he had persuaded his chemist to substitute
fraudulent orders for quinine and cod liver oil prescriptions in
9place of some for morphia which had been disallowed.
In some unions there was considerable friction between the 
medical officer and the master of the workhouse. The Lancet 
Commissioners pointed out in 1865 that as most masters were -*socially
1 The PLB to Dr. Chaldecott: PRO MH12 12224/32579/5 September 1865.
2 The PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12599/28050/19 July 1854.
3 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12338/50808/20 December 1856.
4 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12378/40676/15 July 1868.
5 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/37500/27 July 1868.
6 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/40676/12 August 1868.
7 PLB to Dr. Lawton: PRO MH12 12378/40676/21 August 1868.
8 Parnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/39934/23 July 1868.
9 W, H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12277/41639/3 October 1868.
"below1 the workhouse medical officers, an antagonism was set up
which led in many cases to 1the most vexatious and mischievous
interference by the master with the purely medical order of the
surgeon. 1 Hiss Beaton, a nurse at the Strand Union Infirmary,
believed that all masters wanted to 1 reign supreme over them
(workhouse medical officers), not liking them to order what they do
2
not see as needful for the pauper. 1 Just such an accusation was 
levelled by Dr. Curtis against the Master and Matron of Dorking 
workhouse in 1838 following the agonising death of a pauper called
Mary Ann Bird. Dr. Curtis told Dorking Guardians: *1 think my
Directions as regards the House generally are not carried out by
3
the Master and Mistress. 1 On investigation, his charges proved to 
be well founded and the master and matron were required to resign.^ " 
More often than not, however, the guardians stood by the master and 
blamed the medical officer for such mistakes. V/hen in 1841 Dr. 
Harcourt of Chertsey Union accused the master of the workhouse"of
5
neglecting his duties the board of guardians investigated his 
complaints, exonerated the master and suggested that Harcourt should 
visit the workhouse more frequently to see that his instructions 
were carried out.^
Sometimes, a breakdown in professional relationships was 
brought about by a petty act of provocation on the part of one or 
other of the antagonists. For example, the master and workhouse
1 The lancet Commissions report on the state of the London 
Infirmaries, 1865, p 32.
2 H of C Sessional Paper 3&2, 1866, BPP, Vol. LXI, 1866, p 47*
3 KRO BG2/11/1, p 290-5'“ 1 March 1838.
4 Ibid.
5 KRO BG1/11/2, p 258 - 19 January 1841.
6 KRO BG1/11/2, p 260 - 26 January 1841.
medical officer of Epsom Union reached deadlock over the employment 
of the porter in the infirmary. It had been the custom for many 
years for the medical officer to make use of his services in 
emergencies, but in 1868 the master suddenly prohibited the 
practice. Both officers complained to the board of guardians who 
took a sensible view and ordered the master to send the porter to
-j
the infirmary whenever he was needed.
The antagonism between Mr. Sargent, the Master of Farnham work­
house, and Dr. Powell, the medical officer, reached such a pitch that
2
the master threatened to ‘wring1 Powellfs nose. The medical officer
3
summonsed Sargent who was bound over to keep the peace. Dr. Powell 
seems to have been an inveterate meddler as he also alienated the 
next master, Mr, Tomkins, by prof erring unwanted advice; eventually 
the irate Tomkins asked the guardians ‘who was the master, the doctor 
or himself.
Worse still quite a number of Surrey Workhouse Medical Officers 
fell foul of their boards of guardians. The Lancet Commissioners 
asserted that medical officers were ‘having to fight the battle of 
the poor with terrible earnestness against the prejudices and gross
5
material interests of the working members of their Boards of Guardians,1
This may well have been true but most of the disputes between the
Surrey Workhouse Medical Officers and their boards of guardians arose
over relatively mundane difficulties. Only the prolonged quarrel
between Dr. Powell and the Farnham Board of Guardians could be
regarded as a struggle over medical policy. When Dr. Powell was 
£
appointed in 1864, he was appalled by the state of the workhouse which 
had been allowed to deteriorate during the matron’s long illness.
1 KRO BG3/11/9, P 688 - 11 March 1868.
2 The Poor Law Report on Farnham Infirmary, 1867, p 88.
3 Ibid.
4 Ibid, p 150.
5 The Lancet Commissioners Report on London Infirmaries, 1865* P 31 -
6 Staiham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12275/18079/15 May 1864.
In 1865* Powell took the dangerous step of writing directly to the
Poor Law Board about the Housefs many deficiencies such as its lack
-]
of clean, dry linen, and its inadequate washing facilities. He
asserted that *the Board of Guardians consider that it is not the
duty of the Medical Officer to suggest the necessary articles required
for the Cleanliness and Health of (the inmates) in his Medical Report.*
Before the end of the year he wrote to the central authority again
complaining that the guardians had done nothing about his complaints
and adding that the ventilation and the flooring of the House needed 
3
urgent attention. When tackled by the central authority the
guardians replied weakly that they had taken exception to *the
flippant and dictatorial tone of his (Dr. Powell*s) notes in the
Medical Book.,*^  While accepting the guardians* criticisms of
Powell*s behaviour, the Poor Law Board suggested that they put in
5
hand the required improvements. Powell then lodged a host of
6complaints against the master and matron. W. H. T. Hawley, the
district inspector, investigated the charges, dismissed most of them
and explained away the others by referring to the long illness of
7
the previous matron. A year later, Powell received a visit from 
the Lancet Commissioners and presumably spoke slightingly of the 
guardians as well as making sure that they saw all the House*s defects.
1 Hr. Powell to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/49760/29 December 1865.
2 Ibid; this was in conflict with Article 207, No, 6 of the 
Consolidated General Order of 1847# Article 207, No. 6 ordered 
the Medical Officer *to report in writing to the Guardians any 
defect in the diet, drainage, ventilation, warmth, or other 
arrangements of the Workhouse.*
3 Dr. Powell to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/61/31 December 1865.
4 Parnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/3450/22 January 1866.
5 The PLB to Parnham Union: PRO MH12 12276/3450/2 March 1866.
6 Parnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/7779/26 February 1866.
7 W. H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12276/14339/20 April 1866.
Things were not improved by the Commissioners1 fulsome praise
of Powell in their report: *0f the medical officer, Dr. Powell, it
is impossible to speak without sincere esteem. This worthy man
with a salary of £55 Pe? annum, with some extra fees for lunacy and
midwifery cases (and the privilege of supplying and dispensing all
drugs at his own cost), has fought a good and persistent fight
against the evil traditions of the pHace. He has constantly
remonstrated against the condition and management of the house, and
at length, we believe, has won not merely the respect but the support
1of the better -members of the board. 1 This praise coupled with an
unequivocal attack on the board of guardians created a legacy of ill
feeling which dogged Powell’s remaining time at Parnham. Whatever
weaknesses Powell may have had, his criticisms of the workhouse were
undoubtedly accurate as the Poor Law Board was forced to admit at the
2
end of their own thorough investigation into its state in 1867*
The mpre usual kind of dispute was epitomised by that between 
Dr. Boulger and the Godstone Guardians. Boulger was convinced that 
there was a conspiracy to deprive him of his fees by sending outdoor
3
paupers to the workhouse to be treated. His claims for surgical
and midwifery fees were frequently challenged and occasionally quoshed
by the Poor Law Board.^ He bitterly opposed the free treatment of
servants in full work, insisting that their employers should pay
their fees. He claimed, probably with justice, that his pay was
£
so low that he had been losing money for years and conducted an 
uncompromising war with Edward Kelsey, an equally formidable guardian 
and fanatical economiser. The struggle reached such heights of rancour
1 The Lancet Report on Parnham Infirmary, p 498*
2 The Poor Law Report on Parnham Infirmary,
5 KRO BG5/11/4, P 356 - 5 January 1844; see p; 1)0
4 KRO BG5/11/5, p 271 -17 October 1845; see p 2-U
5 KRO BG5/11/5, p 366 - 27 February 1846,;,
. 6 KRO BG5/11/6, p 294 - 24 March 1848.
1
that Kelsey prevented Boulgerfs re-election in 1849 and tried
2desperately to replace him with a variety of non-resident doctors. 
Eventually, Boulger won this particular round of their personal 
contest and was re-elected medical officer. He was able to savour 
his victory for another fifteen years until he was forced to resign 
in 1865 on being faced with a large number of proven cases of 
neglect.^-
The Surrey records contain several unpleasant disputes over 
5
appointments such as the Lawton affair at Hambledon. Frederick 
Lawton had been his father’s deputy as workhouse and district medical 
officer for many years and yet when his father died he was passed
6over for no apparent reason and replaced by a non-resident doctor.
After a period of unedifying wrangling, Lawton was appointed to the
district post although the workhouse remained in the hands of a non- 
7
resident.
In spite of the fact that most workhouse medical officers were
badly paid and lacked professional support, they performed their
duties to the best of their ability and recommended improvements in
the sanitary arrangements of the workhouse whenever necessary. It
could be argued that the Surrey Workhouse Medical Officers were
conservative and failed to keep abreast of the latest medical
research. They certainly accepted workhouse conditions which
horrified Hr. Edward Smith and stimulated him to launch what amounted
7
to a reform campaign in rural Surrey. However, their failure to 
initiate reform was at least partly the result of the penny pinching 
attitude of some boards of guardians who were dominated by people 
like Edward Kelsey.
1 KRO BG5/11/7, p 59 - 4 May 1849.
2 See pp 136-7
3 KRO BG5/11/7, p 219 - 15 March 1850.
4 KRO BG5/11/10, p 376 - 17 March 1865.
5 See pp 20I-1
6 Dr. Lawton to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/49532/20 October 1868.
7 See p 2£>2
Fig. k A Ward in Guy’s Hospital in 1872
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(°) THE F00R U N  NURSING SERVICE
The development of the Poor Law Nursing Service was even more 
hesitant and prone to setbacks than that of the medical officer.
Brian Abel-Smithhas tried to explain the guardians* reluctance to 
employ paid nurses by pointing out that rural guardians and the 
governors of voluntary hospitals, who were the first to hire paid 
nurses, came from very different social backgrounds and that the 
guardians put economy before every other consideration. Moreover, 
certainly to start with, most guardians had little regard for the 
medical services. Pew workhouse masters and matrons wanted to see 
professional nurses appointed fearing that their specialist 
knowledge and expertise would expose their own ignorance of medical 
matters. More important than all these obstacles in the way of the 
appointment of paid nurses, however, was ’the whole philosophy of 
the Poor Laws. *
When the first infirmaries were set up under the aegis of the
New Poor Law, there were no training schools for nurses and no
recognised qualifications except practical experience. Sir James
Paget recalled that the nurses at St. Bartholomew's Hospital in 1830
were ’dull, unobservant, and untaught women; of the best it could
only be said that they were kindly, and careful, and attentive in
2doing what they were told to do. ’ These untrained nurses were 
badly paid and housed: within the Metropolitan area, they were paid 
between 6s and 9s 6d a week; no doubt wages were still lower in the 
country, for example the Epsom workhouse nurse was paid 5s 9d a week. 
No specialist accommodation was provided for nurses who were expected 
to sleep in the wards. Pew boards of guardians were prepared to hire 
paid nurses, most like the Strand's placed nursing in the hands of 
’more or less infirm paupers.'^ In 1866, Dr. Rogers, the Strand’s 
Workhouse Medical Officer, gave evidence that of his eighteen nurses,
1 Abel-Smith, B., op. cit., p 66.
2 Sir James Paget, Hospital. 6 June 1914* P 276.
3 KRO BG3/11/2, p 183 « 12 December 1838.
4 J. Rogers, Reminiscences of a Workhouse Medical Officer, ed.
Thorold Rogers, J. E. (London 1889), p 43*
all paupers, fourteen were over 60 and one over 72 years of age; only 
eight were sufficiently good readers to he able to decipher the
-j
labels on the bottles of medicine. At first, these pauper nurses
received no wages but were remunerated with amended dietaries and
2
beer and gin allowances.
After a brief period of experimentation in the early *thirties
x
when a few Surrey Boards like Epsom*s^ employed paid nurses, the
Surrey Unions made do with pauper nurses for the rest of the ’thirties
and most of the 'forties. During this period a system of nursing
4*evolved which was still in operation at Richmond in 1871. Richmond 
infirmary consisted of eleven detached buildings each with its own
5
resident pauper nurse, who lived and slept in the ward. When 
questioned by the guardians in 1865 * Frederick Chapman, the workhouse 
medical officer, argued that paid nurses were unnecessary because of 
•the rarity of accidents of a formidable character or acute diseases 
in the neighbourhood. * When epidemics broke out the pauper nursing 
service was strengthened by the employment of temporary paid nurses.
*7
Under pressure from the central authority in 1865 ?the board of 
guardians decided to employ an assistant matron with nursing 
experience. They appointed Elizabeth Deverill, the porteress and 
female searcher, who had to perform her new duties in addition to
Q
her old ones for an extra £5 p.a. When the Poor Law Board queried
9the porteress* ability to perform her extra duties, the guardians
insisted that it was possible and suggested raising her nursing
10allowance to £10 p.a.. Reluctantly, the Poor Law Board accepted
1 H of C 572, 1866, p 55.
2 Rogers, J., op. cit., p 4.
5 Report of the Workhouse Medical Officer on the Nursing System in 
Richmond Union Infirmary: KRO BG10/11/9, pp 78-81 and Richmond 
Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12600/21173/30 May 1865.
4 Ibid.
5; Ibid.
6 Ibid.
7 Official Circular to all Boards of Guardians in the Provinces - 
5 May 1865.
8 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12600/21173/30 May 1865.
9 The PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12000/21173/3-Uune 1865.
this rather unsatisfactory arrangement for the time being hut 
asked the guardians to report on the success of their experiment 
after a six months* trial period. Needless to say the guardians 
felt that it was successful and so the arrangement became permanent.
Inspector Richard Cane discovered almost identical nursing 
arrangements at Chertsey Union infirmary in 1865. He comforted 
himself with the comment that at least all the pauper nurses but 
one could read; the non-reader, a male nurse, had to get his patients 
to read the medical officer*s instructions to him. However, Cane 
proved to be more successful at Chertsey than his colleagues at 
Richmond as the guardians heeded his advice and appointed a 
professional nurse at a salary of £20 p.a. in April 1866.^
In spite of the almost universal condemnation of pauper nurses
5
by contemporary experts very few complaints were made about them in 
the Surrey area. One exception was the chequered career of Amy Best, 
a pauper nurse at Reigate workhouse* who was fined 10s in 1841 for 
being absent from the infirmary without permission. Some months 
later, she was found drunk in the infirm women's ward by one of the
7
guardians, and was dismissed for insulting him. 1 However, after a
period in the House as an ordinary pauper during which time she acted
8'with great propriety', she was reinstated.
1 The PUB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12600/25369/28 June 1865.
2 Inspector Cane's ms report: PRO MH12 12150/14532/24 April 1865.
5 KRO BG1/11/8, p 264 - 21 November 1865.
4 KRO BG1/11/8, p 312 - 17 April 1866.
5 For example Dr. Edward Smith, H of C 372, 1866 and Inspector
Famall's Report, H of C 387* 1866.
6 KRO BG9/11/2, p 186 - 3 August 1841.
7 KRO BG9/11/2, no page references - 21 December 1841.
8 KRO BG9/11/2, no page references - 12 April 1842.
Drunkenness was a common weakness among pauper nurses. Dr.
Rogers complained that his pauper nurses were often drunk on duty.
This vice was encouraged by the guardians' habit of rewarding them
with alcoholic liquor. As late as 1863, Hr. Lawton, the Hambledon
Workhouse Medical Officer, suggested that 'the disagreeableness'
of the pauper nurses' duties rendered 'it nedessary for the
preservation of their health that they should be allowed either Malt
2Liquor or Spirits as may be directed.' Dr. Smith castigated boards
of guardians for encouraging drunkenness 'by the allowance of one
pint and a half of strong porter daily ..... with one or two glasses
x
of gin for night duty or disagreeable work.Inspector Farnall was 
convinced that 'pauper nursing should be wholely abolished* as the 
nurses' love of drink often drove them to 'rob the sick.
Similarly, both Smith and Famall were very worried about the
number of illiterates who were employed as pauper nurses. Smith
maintained that as a result, medicines were often given out
irregularly and the doctor's instructions ignored although he also
observed that 'there are always some inmates of the ward who can read
and ••••• the pauper nurse was accustomed to seek their aid.' In
1866 he was particularly shocked to find that Epsom's pauper nurses
c
were still administering dangerous drugs and stimulants. Inspector 
Famall described London's pauper nurses as 'mostly illiterate, feeble
7
old women.'
1 Rogers, J., op. cit., p 12.
2 KRO BG7/11/5* p 116 - 23 March 1863.
3 H of C 372, 1866, p 25.
4 H of G 387, 1866, p 6: drunkenness was not a vice confined to
pauper nurses; Nurse Greenland of Farnham Infirmary was dismissed 
for being continually drunk on duty (Farnham Workhouse Report,
P 63).
5 H of C 372, 1866, p 26.
6 Dr. Edward Smith's ms report; PRO MH12 12242/41449/17 October 1866.
7 H of C 387, 1866, p 6.
As the number of patients treated in Poor Law infirmaries rose
during the ’forties, it became absolutely essential to substitute
skilled and respectable paid nurses for ’incompetent and often
dissolute paupers.*^ The Consolidated Order of 1847 recommended
that boards of guardians appoint 'a fit person* to be nurse in any
workhouse where there were numbers of sick paupers. Such an office
was to be filled by an experienced person, of ’great responsibility
of character and of diligent and decorous habits,’ In 1854, the
Epidemiological Society set up a Nursing Scheme Committee which
suggested that some able-bodied women in each workhouse should be
trained as nurses. All those of good character who could read and
write and who had received at least two months* training would
qualify for a first class certificate and those who had had not less
than one month’s training would receive a second class certificate.
Masters of workhouses were to keep registers of these nurses who
2
could then be employed by anybody who required their services.
The Poor Law Board regarded the scheme as ’impracticable and 
inexpedient’ but requested their inspectors to communicate these 
suggestions to boards of guardians and draw their attention to the 
need for trained nurses in workhouse infirmaries. Other reformers 
like Rumsey in his Essays on State Medicine in 1856, and Louisa 
Twining also attacked the scheme,^ According to Louisa Twining, 
paupers had neither the mental capacity, physical strength nor moral
1 Hodgkinson, R,, op, cit., p 556#
2 Ibid, pp 559-60.
3 Letter from the PLB to the Poor Law Inspectors, 15 May 1856.
4 Hodgkinson, R., op. cit., p 561.
1
character required by nurses, Ruth Hodgkinson believes that the
majority of unions throughout the country, including some in
London, lacked paid nurses. In 1854 Louisa Twining claimed that
&
there were only 70 serving in the London workhouses; by 1866 there
3 Awere 111 according to McCurrick. They still slept in the wards
and ate the ordinary House diet but were given an additional allow­
ance of beer or gin. The average pay of these nurses was £20 18s Od 
p.a., the highest salary being £30 p.a. and the lowest £12 p.a..
They were expected to work from morning to night and through the 
night if necessary for 365 days a year.
1 Evidence before the 1862 Select Committee, quoted in 
Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 561. Later, Mss Twining argued that 
*the young and physically efficient ones (able-bodied women) 
must have morally defective characters for it is well-known that 
hardly any others resort to these institutions* - Louisa Twining, 
A- Letter to the President of the Poor Law Board on Workhouse
Infirmaries. 1866. pp 10-11. This statement is far too all 
embracing: not all the young able-bodied women in rural workhouses 
were of dissolute habits; most of the Surrey Boards of Guardians 
conscientiously divided the deserving from the dissolute women. 
Mss Twining went on to claim *If a good and decent women is ...••
found to fill the office she will not remain in it, for to be
the lowest scrubber in any hospital is esteemed a higher post 
than to be nurse with the sole charge of a workhouse ward, * (ibid)
2 Twining, L., A Letter to the President of the Poor Law Board 
on Workhouse Infirmaries (London 1866). v 15.
3 McCurrick, H. J., The Treatment of the Sick Poor in This 
Country (Oxford 1929)» P 38.
4 Twining, L., A Letter   op. cit., p 15.
5 Abel-Smith, B,, A History of the Nursing Profession (London 1960),
P 14.
By this time, most of the Surrey Unions had appointed paid 
nurses as the following table showsj
TABLE VI: The Introduction of Paid Nurses by the Surrey Boards of
Guardians
Introduction of
Union (i) Paid Nurse or Head Nurse
(ii) Assistant 
Nurse
(iii) Assistant 
Matron
Chertsey 1858 (then there was 
a gap until 1866 
when a continuous 
series of 
appointments were 
made)
;:
I
Dorking 1866 :
i
Epsom 1853 (although there 
may have been 
professionals from 
1838 onwards)
?
i
l
j
Parnham 1846
Godstone 1842 iiI 1845
Guildford 1858 jI 1868 |
Hambledon 1862
I
I
I
!I
Kingston 1843
|
1854 II
s
I
Reigate 1838 1858 j
I
Richmond ]!
I
i
1865 I
North ? 
Surrey 
District 
Sch
1851
i»
!
l
\
|j
I
Parnham
District
Sch
1850
|
i!I
It is often difficult to decide from the early minutes whether
Surrey Unions were employing paid or pauper nurses. However,
Reigate Guardians appointed Surrey*s first paid nurse in 1838 with.
-|
a salary of only £4 p.ia., while Sophia Lyon, Epsom Union*s first
2paid nurse received £15 p,a,. The Godstone Guardians advertised
5
for an experienced nurse in 1841 but without success although they
offered a salary of £10 10s Od p.a,; in the end they appointed one
of their own paupers.^ It was quite common for a board of guardians
to appoint an experienced nurse for a time and then revert to
unpaid pauper nurses when?she left. For instance, Chertsey Guardians
appointed Mrs, Christina Montagu as their first full-time professional
nurse in 1858; she had served with Florence Nightingale at Scutari
5
during the Crimean War, She was paid £14 p#a. but resigned without 
giving any reason after only three months* service,^ Although the
Poor Law Board was anxious that she should be replaced with a
7 8qualified successor, the guardians refused to do so and Colonel
Pigott, the district inspector, advised the Poor Law Board against
taking the matter further as the guardians were adamant and there
9
were * still many Workhouses where there is no such officer,* In
fact, the guardians did not appoint another professional nurse until 
1G1866 when the district inspector pointed out that the matron only
1 KRO BG9/11/1, p 211 - 18 April 1838.
2 KRO BG3/11/2, p 183 - 12 December 1838.
3 KRO BG5/ll/3t P 365 - 31 December 1841.
4 KRO BG5/11/4, p 36 - 29 April 1842.
5 KRO BG1/11/6, p 340 - 9 February 1858.
6 KRO BG1/11/6, p 364 - 27 April 1858.
7 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12149/15381/27 April 1858 and
25 June 1858.
8 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12149/34726/7 September 1858.
9 Signed note by Colonel Pigott on the back of PRO MH12 12149/
34726/7 September 1858.
10 KRO BG1/11/8, p 312 - 17 April 1866.
visited the infirmary occasionally during the day and that the
patients were left entirely in the charge of pauper nurses during
the night. The Kingston and Famham Boards of Guardians also
appointed professional nurses during the ’forties. In 1844*
Kingston Guardians placed an experienced nurse, a Mrs, Diamond, in
2
charge of their new infirmary and paid her £15 p.a,,
The Guildford Guardians and the Managers of the North Surrey 
and Famham District schools appointed experienced nurses during 
the ’fifties. Inspector Pigott managed to persuade the Guildford 
Guardians to appoint a nurse after their infirmary had been extended
3
to accommodate 98 patients, Mrs, Lewis was appointed in 1858 at
£15 p,a,,^ The North Surrey District School Managers appointed
5their first nurse, Sarah Knapp, in 185Cr and employed nothing hut
experienced professionals thereafter, hut the Famham District
School Managers after employing professionals between 1848 and 1857
decided that they did not need a full-time nurse as the matron could
£
look after the sick with the help of the cook.
The rest of the unions appointed paid experienced nurses
*7
during the ’sixties. Dorking Guardians appointed Ann Cope in 1867
following considerable pressure from Dr. Edward Smith, the district 
8 9inspector. Between 1863 and 1867* the duties of head nurse at
1 Mr. Cane’s ms report: PRO MH12 12150/41362/7 November 1865.
2 KRO BG8/11/2, p 212 - 17 December 1844.
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12338/44845/5 December 1857.
4 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/4706/4 February 1858.
5 NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/50/46573/2 October 1850.
6 FDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/69/23742/25 September 1857.
7 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12225/33435/22 August 1867.
8 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/41843/25 October 1866.
9 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12375/2554/20 January 1863.
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*The Richmond details refer to assistant matrons who were appointed to 
supervise the nursing in the infirmary.
Ex
is
t
Hambledon Union were carried out by Thirza Woods, the porteress,
who had no training and was not available at night to care for the
patients who were left entirely in the hands of the pauper nurses.
Eventually, the guardians recognised the inherent dangers of such
an arrangement and dismissed Mrs, Woods and appointed Eliza Grey
2
who had been a nurse in an asylum. During the same period Chertsey
3
Guardians resumed appointing paid nurses and Richmond Guardians 
agreed to appoint an assistant matron to improve the standard of 
nursing in their infirmary,^
The majority of paid nurses who worked in the Surrey infirmaries 
had had some kind of nursing experience before being appointed! 66.6 
per cent of the nurses for whom career details exist had served in 
other Poor Law infirmaries; a further 19 per cent had acted as private 
nurses; 3*2 per cent had served in voluntary hospitals while 11,1 per 
cent had had no training or previous nursing experience prior to
5
appointment,
Ruth Hodgkinson claims that 1Before 1863 not a single trained
6nurse existed in the infirmaries in the provinces,* Where guardians 
appointed salaried, skilled nurses they were trained by experience 
only and not through organised instruction, Abel-Smith makes the
7
same point,' Salaries varied between £12 and £50 p.a. and Dr, Edward 
Smith regarded it as *a matter of surprise* that the Marylebone 
Guardians could obtain the services of *respectable nurses* for £14 p.a, 
even though they received special accommodation, food and beer or
o
porter allowances. By contrast the Surrey Boards of Guardians were 
reasonably generous:-
1 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/8987/12 March 1867.
2 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/25719/18 June 1867.
3 KRO BG1/11/8, p 312 - 17 April 1866.
4 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12600/21173/3O May 1865.
5 See Table VII opposite,
6 Hodgkinson, R., op. cit., p 563.
7 Abel-Smith, B., The Hospitals 1800-1948. p 56.
8 H of C 372, 1866, p 56.
TABLE VIII: The Surrey Paid Nurses* Salaries (in Pounds)
Between 1854 and 1871~ (compiled from the Surrey
Union 1830s i 1840s 1850s 1860s 1871
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* Head Nurse’s Salary.
+ Assistant Nurse’s Salary.
At a time when each Surrey Poor Law infirmary with the exception 
of Richmond Union’s could boast at least one professional nurse and 
two in the case of Kingston and Reigate Unions, the majority 
including those in London lacked paid nurses. In 1865, the Poor 
Law Board carried out a study of London’s workhouse nursing 
services, and discovered that eleven workhouses had unpaid pauper 
nurses, twenty-one paid but untrained pauper nurses, and only six 
paid, trained nurses - the salaries of the latter ranged between
■j
£20 and £30 a year, and were no higher than those of Surrey’s paid 
but probably untrained nurses. By 1866 only six of the Metropolitan 
Unions had appointed sufficient paid nurses to satisfy the require­
ments of the Poor Law Board. The 4-0 London workhouses had only 142 
paid nurses who were expected to look after 21,150 sick and infirm 
inmates. Of these 142 nurses, 35 were employed in two workhouses, 
leaving 107 to care for nearly 18,000 patients. There were only 
three paid night nurses in the whole of the London area.^ The 
dangers of such an arrangement were exemplified by a tragedy which 
occurred at Famham Union infirmary. During the paid nurse’s 
absence during the night, a couple of old, feeble pauper nurses 
placed a redhot brick under the feet of a seriously sick prostitute 
suffering from syphilis. The patient’s feet were burnt * the bed set
5
on fire and the patient died of shock.
Gradually the Poor Law nurses' status and working conditions 
improved. Y/hen Mrs. Thomas was appointed in 1867, Hambledon 
Guardians dec!tied to ’supply someone to wash the linen of the 
patients and cleanse the Infirmary and ..... to give ••••• Mrs. Thomas 
any other assistance that should be necessary in the performance of 
her duties.' As nurses had been regarded as inferior officers who
1 Hodgkinson, R., op. cit., p 562.
2 Unfortunately, the Surrey Poor Law career documents do not
contain details of the nurses' training.
3 H of C 372, 1866, p 6.
4 Ibid, p 24*
5 W. H. T. Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12276/14339/20 April 1866.
6 KRO BG7/11/6, p 208 - 8 April 1867.
did not warrant the privileges accorded to i‘e ri ior officecs like the
master and matron, any improvement however small was a victory for
the profession. When, in 1868, nurse Davis of Reigate complained
ahout the state of her laundry, the guardians ordered that in
■1
future it should he washed with the other officers*.
However, in spite of these small victories, Poor Law nurses
were often overworked. Rose Duckett of Reigate complained that on
the resignation of her assistant nurse, she unaided had to look
after the whole infirmary containing 70 sick adults and four sick 
2
infants. The guardians* response was to raise her salary from
3
£25 to £30 p.a.. Her predecessor, nurse Baker, wrote to the 
district inspector, Dr, Edward Smith, complaining of overwork and 
accusing the master of refusing to allow any of the paupers to help 
her even when she had lying-in cases to care for in addition to her 
ordinary patients.^ There seems to he no douht that she was over­
worked as Smith had already asked the hoard of guardians to appoint
5 6an assistant nurse, which they eventually did.
Mary Strickland, the North Surrey District School’s ahle nurse
resigned in 1868 after six years* service because she could not cope
on her own with a new enlarged infirmary and the series of epidemics
7the school was experiencing.
1 KRO BG9/11/8, p 418 - 8 April 1868.
2 KRO BG9/11/9, p 156 - 8 September 1869.
3 Ibid.
4 Mary Baker to Dr. Edward Smith: PRO MH12 12583 20297/23 May 1867.
5 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12583/20036/16 May 1867.
6 No record of appointment, hut resigned 6 May 1868 (KRO BG9/11/8,
p 429).
7 NSBS to the PLB: PRO MH27/53/53766/11 November 1868.
When the Lancet Commissioners visited Famham workhouse, they
1descnhed the nurse as being preposterously overworked.* Miss 
Young told the Poor Law enquiry that she had only sick and old 
nurses to help her perform her duties and that the matron, Miss 
Steadman, had been continually obstructive and had refused to supply 
what Miss Young considered to be necessities. In the end, she
p
alleged, she had given up the unequal battle and resigned.
As we have seen, the Surrey infirmaries were run by one or at 
most two paid nurses. Unfortunately this was by no means unusual.
For instance, Wolverhampton Infirmary which contained 12G wards had 
only two paid nurses, one male and one female. In addition, there
were the problems of night nursing. In 1867* W. H. T. Hawley 
pointed out that the night nursing at Famham infirmary was conducted 
entirely by unqualified inmates.^- The local guardians were 
completely unimpressed by the inspector*s and the central authority*s
5
concern and insisted that the pauper nurses were perfectly adequate. 
Perhaps they were not far wrong as Ur. Rogers complained that the 
Strand infirmary’s night nurses were invariably asleep or drunk on 
duty.^
An analysis of the Surrey nurses* reasons for resigning gives 
an insight into their problems and those of their employers, the Poor 
Law guardians. Fear of infection was one such cause. The head nurse 
and assistant nurse of Reigate infirmary both resigned in 1868 rather
1 The Lancet Report on Farnham Infirmary, p 688.
2 The Poor Law Report on Famham Infirmary, p 69#
3 Report on Wolverhampton Workhouse Infirmary, The Lancet,
2 November 1867* p 556.
4 W. H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12277/5431/3 January 1867.
5 Famham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/9959/21 March 1867.
6 Rogers, Ur. J., op. cit., p 125.
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* Richmond Union substituted assistant matrons for paid nurses during 
this period.
1
than continue working in the fever wards. Several of their
successors had to resign through illness and one at least, Mary
Wickes, an assistant nurse, because she could not stand the work
2in the fever wards. Nor were such fears irrational. In 1867,
Dr. Smith reported that Mrs. Prances Garrett, Godstone Union*s 
nurse, had died from typhus contacted in the infirmary.
On the other hand the behaviour of some nurses caused 
considerable disquiet. Occasionally, they were accused of sexual 
misconduct as in the case of Mrs. Brown of Godstone^ and Mary
5
Dickens of Reigate. However, only one Surrey paid nurse, Mary 
Dickens of Reigate, was found guilty of cruelty to her patients 
and dismissed for 1 continual neglect of duty, direct falsehood, 
insubordination and inhumanity to a sick patient. * A much more
frequent failing was straightforward inefficiency. Mary Turner
7 0of Godstone' and Charlotte Gatton of Reigate were dismissed as
9
•totally inefficient* while Maria Harris of Godstone and Helen
10Chateris of Reigate resigned in 1870 and 1866 respectively
acknowledging their incompetency. In fact, 17 per cent of the
resignatees, that is nine nurses out of 53, were required to do so
11because they were incompetent.
1 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12585/18252/7 May 1868.
2 KRO BG9/11/9, P 438 - 25 August 1871.
5 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12520/58511/9 October 1867.
4 KRO BG5/11/4, P 159 - 6 January 1845.
5 KRO BG9/11/7, P 427 - 11 May 1864.
6 Ibid.
7 KRO BG5/11/12, p 51 - 6 December 1868.
8 KRO BG9/11/9, p 156 - 8 September 1869.
9 KRO BG5/11/12, p 295 - 28 January 1870.
10 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12582/26120/21 June 1866.
11 See Table X.
Conflict with other workhouse officers, usually the medical 
officer or the master, was the second most important reason for 
enforced resignation, This accounted for some eight nurses or 
15*1 per cent of those who resigned, Ann Ward of Dorking resigned
p
in 1869 as she could not get on with the medical officer as did
3
Mary Baker in 1870, In 1858 the Managers of the North Surrey 
District School complained to the Poor Law Board that the constant 
quarrelling between Dr, Hammond, the medical officer, and Miss 
Reine, the head nurse, was undermining the establishment, The 
medical officer accused the nurse of neglect and cruelty but the 
managers could find no evidence for either charge,^- At Godstone, 
there was considerable friction between the master and medical 
officer and a series of nurses. After the dismissal of nurse
Turner in 1867, Mrs, Needles resigned within a month of taking up
6 7her post; Rebecca Rivett after two months; the first two
0
candidates who applied for the vacancy refused the appointment
9as did the next candidate following a second advertisement; Mrs, 
White, the next nurse, was dismissed for being insolent to the
master whom she accused of interfering with the running of the
10 11 infirmary; her successor resigned within a month as did her
12 13replacement; Mary Saw left without giving notice; and finally
Louisa Cribb resigned after less than a year’s service,^
1 Ibid.
2 Dorking Union to the PLBs PRO MH12 12225/34876/8 July 1869*
3 Dorking Union to the PLB; PRO MH12 12225/34876/15 July 1870.
4 The NSDS to the PLB; PRO MH27/51/614/5 January 1858.
5 KRO BG5/11/12, p 31 - 6 December 1867.
6 KRO BG5/11/12, p 66 - 27 March 1868.
7 KRO BG5/11/12, p 125 - 11 September 1868.
8 KRO BG5/11/12, p 134 - 9 October 1868.
9 KRO BG5/11/12, p 144 - 6 November 1868.
10 KRO BG5/11/12, p 225 - 18 June 1869.
11 KRO BG5/11/12, p 246 - 27 August 1869.
12 KRO BG5/11/12, p 295 - 28 January 1869 (appointed; p 288 -
31 December 1868).
13 KRO BG5/11/12, p 314 - 25 March 1869 (appointed; p 302 - 
25 February 1869).
14 KRO BG5/11/13, p 60 - 19 May 1871 (appointed; BG5/11/12, p 343 
3 June 1870).
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Service Between c 1850 and 1871
Length of 
Service
Completed 
Service
0-1 month
2-3 months
4-6 months
7-12 months!
1-2 years
2-3 years 
4-5 years 
6-10 years 
15-20 years
Unfinished
0-1 month 
2-3 months
1-2 years
2-3 years
3-5 years 
10-15 years
Unknown
Total 4 10 3 j 78
Mary Baker of Reigate quarrelled with the master of the work-
1 2 house in 1867 as did Martha Smith. The latter laid charges
against the master which were substantiated so that he was
required to resign. However, the board of guardians decided that
the whole establishment was disaffected and dismissed all the
x
officers including the unfortunate Martha Smith.J Mary Dickens 
was accused of insubordination in 1864^ and nurse Davis in 1868 of 
•want of conformity to the rules and discipline of the Infirmary.*^
Not all the Surrey nurses resigned for such reasons. The 
largest number, some eleven, or 20.8 per cent of the total, did so 
voluntarily because they had obtained better paid employment else­
where. Nearly 26 per cent either died or were taken seriously ill 
or had to resign because a relative was taken seriously ill. In 
addition, 7*5 per cent were dissatisfied with their conditions 
particularly with the dangerous state of the fever wards. Finally, 
a small but significant group, some six individuals or 11.3 per 
cent of the sample did not have their appointments confirmed, 
usually because they proved to be inefficient or quarrelsome.^
An analysis of the Surrey Poor Law nurses* length of service 
shows that 55*1 per cent left their posts after less than a year’s 
service - these nurses appear to have been semi-nomadic, moving 
continually from infirmary to infirmary in search of better 
salaries and working conditions. Another 21.8 per cent served 
between one and five years, 3*8 per cent between six and ten years 
and 1.3 per cent between 15 and 20 years. In addition, there were
1 KRO BG9/11/8, p 315 - 22 May 1867.
2 KRO BG9/H/5f P 61 - 29 January 1851.
3 KRO BG9/11/5* PP 66-7 - 12 February 1851.
4 KRO BG9/11/7, P 427 - 11 May I864.
5 KRO BG9/11/9, P 4 - 1 July 1868.
6 See Table 1X., •
another 10.2 per cent still serving in 1871 who had worked in their
infirmaries for between one and five years and one nurse from
•1
Guildford who had completed thirteen years* service.
In May 1865, the Poor Law Board called for *a better system of
nursing in the hospitals and sick wards of the workhouses throughout 
2the country.* In this circular letter the board defined the paid 
nurses* duties; they were to inform the medical officer of any 
defects in the infirmary arrangements, they were to attend the sick 
and maternity wards, and administer all medicines according to the 
doctor*s instructions. The board considered that adequate payment 
of nurses was of the highest importance and suggested that they be 
provided with separate accommodation. This circular illustrates 
the growing importance of the paid nurse and the central authority’s 
rather belated interest in their pay and conditions.
In his report on Forty-Eight Provincial Infirmaries in 1867,
Dr. Edward Smith called for the appointment of more paid nurses and 
argued that they should be allowed much greater initiative in 
rectifying deficiencies.^ He explained their absence from many 
provincial infirmaries by pointing out that five-sixths of the 
sick were old and infirm and did not require special medical care 
and that in small workhouses the matron was able to do the nursing 
herself. Moreover, he maintained that many pauper nurses who had 
served for many years were just as competent as the professional
g
nurses who applied for posts in Poor Law infirmaries. Nevertheless,
he admitted that there were always a few patients in every infirmary
7
who required specialist treatment by a trained nurse. He suggested
1 See table opposite.
2 Official Circular to all Boards of Guardians in the Provinces,
5 May 1865#
3 Dr. E. Smith, Report on Forty-Eight Provincial Infirmaries, 1867;
PRO MH32 12939/April 1867.
4 Ibid, p 44.
5 Ibid, p 46.
6 Ibid.
7 Ibid, p 48.
that gifted pauper nurses should be converted into paid nurses as
A
this would lead to an increase in respect and efficiency. He
deplored the appointment of male nurses as in his experience they
did not compare with women 'in gentleness, patience, cleanliness,
2
tidiness and general devotion to their duties.' He was equally
opposed to the employment of husband and wife; teams. Nurses should
have no other duties than caring for the sick - washing linen and
cleaning floors occupied time needed for nursing and were unwarranted
distractions.^ All linen and medical appliances required in the
infirmary should be placed in their hands. He felt that the
division of authority between matron and nurse was 'not always
advantageous to the good working of the organisation.* He was
c
equally opposed to nurses being appointed as assistant matrons as
7
they were constantly diverted away from nursing.
By 1871, Poor Law nurses had progressed a long way towards 
official recognition at both-the national and local level. Following 
the revelations of the Lancet Commissioners and those of their own 
inspectors, the Poor Law Board at last began to badger boards of 
guardians into appointing paid nurses.
The Surrey Unions were a little ahead of the national trend in 
appointing professional nurses. It may be that Louisa Twining was 
right in maintaining that Poor Law nurses were inferior to those 
employed by voluntary hospitals, but at least they were able to read 
and had had experience of nursing prior to their appointment. Surrey's 
professional nurses were paid as much as their trained colleagues in
1 Ibid, p 53.
2 Ibid, p 55.
3 Ibid.
4 Ibid, p 54.
5 Ibid, p 56.
6 See Richmond Union, p I03
7 H of C 372, p 54.
the Metropolitan workhouses, and gradually gained in prestige so 
that by 1871 they were usually placed on a par with Poor Law school­
teachers. Their working conditions had also improved: they were no 
longer required to sleep in the wards, but were provided with their 
own accommodation adjoining the infirmary. On the other hand, most 
of -them were still grossly overworked having to supervise their 
pauper nurses as well as looking after their patients.
The foundations of a nursing service had been laid and much 
had been done in Surrey to attain standards of patient care which 
were comparable to those provided by the voluntary hospitals.
TABLE XI: Outbreaks of Epidemic Disease in the Surrey
Workhouses Traced to Tramps Between 1856 and 1871
Union
Chertsey
Dorking
Epsom
Godstone
Guildford
Kingston
Hambledon
Reigate
Date
Name of the 
Disease
1866 Cholera
1847 Typhus
Extent of Outbreak
Epidemic
Number of cases in June, 
July and September
1863 Smallpox
1847 Typhus 16 cases all vagrants
1848 Typhus Epidemic
1846 Typhus 8 cases
1847 Typhus 20 cases
1848 Itch Epidemic
1854 Smallpox Epidemic
1860 Smallpox 5 cases
1847 Typhus 16 cases
1857 Scarlet fever Epidemic
1871 Smallpox Several cases
Richmond 1865 Unspecified
(d) THE INCIDENCE OF EPIDEMIC AND OTHER DISEASES IN THE SURREY
POOR LAW INSTITUTIONS
The sanitary condition of most Poor Law workhouses and 
infirmaries posed a threat not only to their inmates and officers 
hut to the neighbouring areas as well* Within their walls diseases
actually became more dangerous and virulent through cross
1 2 fertilisation. This was encouraged by the lack of isolation wards
and the failure to provide proper medical examination for newcomers
■5
to the HouseJ as well as by the constant arrival of tramps and
casual paupers from considerable distances who were either suffering
from diseases or were their carriers.^ As John Simon maintained in
1857» ’Thousands of deaths annually result from diseases which are,
in the most absolute sense, preventable.w  This is hardly surprising
because in spite of Simon’s and Chadwick’s uncompromising attack on
any form of dirt, neither really accepted the results of continental
research which led to the development of bacteriological or ’germ*
theory. Edwin Chadwick condemned out of hand all such ’hypotheses
7
and imaginations such as the ttheories of germs and spores.’
Another leading figure in the medical world, Florence Nightingale,
8placed ’contagion on the-same footing as witchcraft and superstitions.’ 
If these were the attitudes of the leaders of medical thought, it is 
hardly surprising that the overworked general practitioner and 
medical officer should be content with old theories and continue to 
perpetrate the same mistakes as previous generations.
1 Hodgkinson, R,, op. cit., p 162.
2 See pp JifS-ty-
3 Ibid..
4 See Table XI.
5 Sanitary Papers, PP 1857-8* XXIII, pp 274-5*
6 Lambert, R., Sir John Simon and English Social Administration
(London 1963)t PP 263-4*
7 Ibid, p 267.
8 Nightingale Papers, BM Add MSS, 43» 399 - quoted in Lambert, R.,
op. cit., p 268,
TABLE XII: The Incidence of Epidemic and Other Diseases in the
Surrey Institutions Between 1856 and 1871
KEY: Ch=Cholera
Er=Eruptive Skin Diseases
In=Influenza
It=Itch
DATES
a
§3
o
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a
§
ft
s
a
§
g
M=Mea'sles 
Mu=Mumps 
Op=Ophthalmia 
Pf=Puerperal Fever
I
EH
§
CD
O
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&
CD
g
EH
CO
CDS
R=Ringworm 
Sf=Scarlet Fever 
Sm=Smallpox 
Ty=Typhus
D
OH
V=Venereal Di 
V'/c=V/ho oping C
CO
1836
1837
1838
1839 Op
1840 Sm
1841 Pf
1842
1843
1844 It
1845
1846
1847
1848 Sm
It
1849 Ch
1850
1851
1852
1853
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1855
1856
1857 Er
1858
1859
1860
1861
1862
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1865
1866 Ch
1867 Er
1868
1869
1870
1871 Sm
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It
Ty;
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R
Ty
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Ty
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M
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Table XII shows that Surrey's Poor Law institutions experienced
the ravages o f the  g re a t epidemic fevers  o f the period  as w e ll  as
those o f many le s s e r  diseases* I t  would be fo o lis h  to  blame the
workhouses fo r  the i n i t i a l  outbreak o f the two most m alignant
forms o f disease known to  n in e teen th  cen tury  B r i t a in ,  cho lera  and
sm allpox, a lthough as refuges fo r  vagrants and w ayfarers th ey  were
o fte n  the agency fo r  in tro d u c in g  the dread diseases in to  the  
1
neighbourhood. The f i r s t  g re a t epidemic o f a s ia t ic  cho lera  in  1832
2k i l l e d  5*275 people in  London a lo n e . Prom 1832 u n t i l  1848, B r i ta in
3
was alm ost f r e e  from the  disease so th a t  the epidemic o f 1848-9  
caused u n iv e rs a l co n stern a tio n  as i t  k i l l e d  both r ic h  and poor 
a l ik e .^  As the  Times re p o rte d , n e a r ly  h a l f  the v ic tim s  d ied  w ith in  
24 hours and another s ix th  w ith in  4$ hours o f the  appearance o f the  
f i r s t  symptoms. One out o f every  two d ied  in  a s ta te  o f co llap se  
fo llo w in g  agon is ing  spasms, incessant vo m itin g  and purging. 53,293
5
deaths were re g is te re d  in  England and Wales.
The Surrey Unions s u ffe re d  a tta c k s  o f cho lera  ' i n  i t s  most
m alignant fo rm ', p a r t ic u la r ly  a t  Chertsey where a detached house
had to  be ren ted  to  a c t as an is o la t io n  h o s p ita l and nurses brought
down from London to  t r e a t  the s ic k  and dy ing; soon the open ground
outside the town was covered in  army te n ts  h a s t i ly  borrowed from
6the Ordnance Corps. In s p ec to r P ig o tt rep o rted  th a t  the disease  
was 'ram pant* a t  Godstone where i t  had been introduced in to  the
7
workhouse by tram ps. However, the outbreak o f cho lera  a t  D ro u e t's
school a t  Tooting  c rea ted  the  g re a te s t co n stern a tio n  among the  poor
8and the guardians a l ik e  s fo r tu n a te ly ,  most o f the c h ild re n  from both
1 See Table XI, p I2J
2 Gale, A. H., Epidemic Diseases (Harmondsworth 1959)* P 67;
Melvyn Howe, G,, Man. Environment and Disease in Britain 
(London 1975), PP 179-188.
3 Ibid, p  68.
4 The Times. 26 October 1849*
5 Gale, A. H., op; cit., p 67.
6 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12145/25072/29 August 1849.
7 Colonel Pigott's ms report: PRO MH12 12316/26448/17 September 1849.
8 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12597/660/8 January 1849.
Kingston and Richmond Unions escaped the disease. The end of the 
epidemic was celebrated at the Richmond workhouse on 8th November, 
1849. 1
When the third outbreak took place in 1853-4* the Surrey Unions
were much better prepared. The Chertsey Guardians were able to
implement the General Board of Health’s regulations as soon as the
2disease appeared in the union in 1854. In 1853, Hambledon Guardians
z
set up a committee to inspect all ’nuisances* while the Kingston 
Guardians divided the Kingston Medical District into two to make 
the treatment of cholera victims speedier and more effective.^ 
Although cholera broke out in Reigate workhouse in 1854, only one
5
person died. On the other hand, great efforts had to be made at
Richmond Union where elaborate emergency arrangements were put in
hand: several extra doctors were made temporary medical officers,
professional nurses were brought in from London and all the local
£
chemists were ordered to provide the sick with free medicine.
Emergency cholera wards were opened in the workhouse and some of
7
the inmates were employed as nurses. By 15th September, 1854 the
8epidemic was on the decline and the emergency services were run down.
This third outbreak of cholera served once again to expose the 
deficiencies in some unions’ preparations. Henry Taylor, the 
Medical Officer of the Guildford District, heavily criticised his 
own guardians' careless implementation of the General Board of
9
Health’s regulations - they had been particularly slow to deal with 
the nuisances existing in the area. The validity of his criticisms
1 KRO BG10/11/4, p 325 - 8 November 1849.
2 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12148/30592/17 July 1854*
3 KRO BG7/11/3, PP 207-8 - 30 October 1853.
4 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12394/10767/4 April 1855.
5 Colonel Pigott's ms report: PRO MH12 12578/33250/13 September 1854.
6 KRO BG10/11/5, p 378 - 29 September 1853* P 382 - 6 October 1853;
p 593 - 20 October 1853.
7 KRO BG10/11/6, p 95 - 7 September 18545 p 97 - 14 September 1854.
8 KRO BG10/11/6, p 100 - 21 September 1854.
9 Dr. Taylor to the PLB: PRO MH12 12337/54142/19 November 1853.
was e s tab lis h ed  in  the  c ru e lle s t  manner p o s s ib le : cholera  broke
out in the workhouse on 6th August, 1854 and nineteen inmates died
in  the f i r s t  th re e  weeks o f the epidemic."* S im ila r  c r it ic is m s  were
made o f Hambledon Guardians* fa i lu r e  to  enforce the: re g u la tio n s
2
q u ic k ly  and e f f e c t iv e ly .
The fo u rth  and la s t  g re a t outbreak o f cho lera  took p lace in
1866. The Surrey Unions put the emergency regulations into effect
as q u ic k ly  as p ossib le  a lthough some o f them experienced unexpected
d i f f i c u l t i e s .  The Chertsey Guardians, f o r  in s ta n c e , complained th a t
they  could not h ire  cottages to  use as in fe c t io u s  wards o r o b ta in
e x tra  nurses.^  A t Hambledon, D r. Yate po in ted  out th a t a lthough the
disease f i r s t  appeared in  a group o f cottages where the w ater was
u n f i t  f o r  human consumption noth ing  was done to  remove th is  source
o f in fe c t io n ..  A t K ingston the  lo c a l a u th o r ity  was close to  p an ic .
On 8th August, 1866, the medical officers were ordered to seek out
s u ita b le  b u ild in g s  to  use as h o s p ita ls  and m o rtu a ries . A l l
chemists were ordered to  provide fre e  m edic ine, committees o f
guardians met d a i ly  to  review  the s itu a t io n  and the r e l ie v in g
7
o ff ic e r s  were to ld  to  d estroy  a l l  in fe c te d  a r t i c l e s . '  By 21s t August
g
the epidemic was in  f u l l  swing and continued throughout September.
9
However, the c r is is  was declared  to  be past on 2nd October and by
106 th  November the disease had disappeared from the Kingston a re a .
1 KRO BG6/11/10, pp 379-80 - 30 September 1854.
2 Dr. Taylor to the PLB: FRO MH12 12372/2391/17 January 1855.
3 Gale, A. H., op. cit., p 70#
4 KRO BG1/11/8, p 424 - 18 September 1866.
5 KRO BG7/11/6, p 132 - 22 October 1866.
6 KRO BG8/11/9, p 86 - 8 August 1866.
7 KRO BG8/11/9, p93 - 21 August 1866.
8 Ibid.
9 KRO BG8/11/9, pp 117-8 - 2 October 1866.
10 KRO BG8/ll/9» PP 137-8 - 6 November 1866.
Cholera "broke out in Reigate workhouse following the admittance
■1
o f a t r a v e l le r  who had been taken i l l  on the London to  B righ ton  t r a in .
A tem porary wooden b u ild in g  had to  be e rec ted  in  the workhouse grounds
to  house the  s ic k . Once a g a in , the appearance o f the  dread d isease
drove the Richmond Guardians in to  a fre n z y  o f a c t iv i t y :  each p a ris h
es tab lis h ed  a re c e p tio n  cen tre  fo r  the s ic k  and supplied i t  w ith
competent nurses; every  genera l p r a c t it io n e r  was e n ro lle d  as a
tem porary m edical o f f ic e r  and a l l  chemists were asked to  provide
medicines and d is in fe c ta n ts  fre e  o f charge. A l l  cases o f ch o lera
were to  be rep o rted  im m ediately and a l l  nuisances d e a lt  w ith  
2
in s ta n t ly .
The second g re a t scourge, sm allpox, a ls o  l e f t  i t s  mark upon 
the Surrey workhouses. However, th e re  are  r e la t iv e ly  few lo c a l  
re ferences  to  the g re a t epidemic o f 1837-40 even though 3*187 deaths  
were re g is te re d  in  1838 a lo n e . S everal cases o f smallpox appeared  
in  Chertsey in  1840^ but as the  m edical o f f ic e r  had done h is  duty
5
and vacc in ated  a l l  workhouse inmates th e re  was no epidemic o r a t  
Dorking where D r. C haldecott had a ls o  taken  the necessary  
p recau tio n s . The outbreak a t  Godstone Union was confined to  th e
7
o u tly in g  a rea s . G u ild fo rd  workhouse escaped the contagion a lthough
i 81 smallpox was p re v a le n t in  the  area*|' and the same was tru e  o f
9
R eigate workhouse. I f  the absence o f records be accepted as 
evidence o f freedom from in fe c t io n , i t  may be assumed th a t  none o f  
the Surrey workhouses experienced outbreaks o f smallpox a t  th is  
tim e .
1 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12582/34066/17 August 1866.
2 KRO BG10/11/9, P 265 - 31 July 1866.
3 Gale, ;A. H., op. cit., p 63*
4 KRO BG1/11/2, p 252 - 29 December 1840.
5 KRO BG1/11/2, p 240 - 24 November 1840.
6 KRO BG2/11/2, p 55 - 13 June 1839.
7 KRO BG5/11/3* p 16 - 31 January 1840.
8 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12334/7888a/l4 August 1841.
9 KRO BG9/11/1, P 336 - 1 July 1839.
Their record during the ’fifties, however, was not as 
satisfactory. Colonel Pigott, the district Poor Law Inspector, 
reported a death from smallpox in Guildford workhouse in 1854 as
well as a number of ’suspicious cases of "chickenpox”.' However,
2he was able to declare the workhouse free of fever in 1855. Cases
5 4were reported from Epsom,' Hambledon and Kingston Unions in 1855. 
The source of the Kingston workhouse epidemic, which broke out 
in 1854* was traced to the washing of ’foul’ linen from the fever
5
wards with that of the uninfected inmates. Minor outbreaks took
6 7place at Dorking and Reigate workhouses in 1856..
1870-1 witnessed the last great classic but short-lived
8 9attack of smallpox. The disease broke out in Chertsey and
10Kingston workhouses in 1870. According to Inspector Longley
11Kingston workhouse was still not free of the disease in 1871•
The inmates of Reigate workhouse suffered so severely that the
nurses were granted special gratuities for treating such large
12numbers of smallpox victims. The outbreak was traced to some
13tramps who were lodged in the vagrant wards. Inspector Longley 
was extremely worried about the situation at Dorking workhouse when 
smallpox broke out amongst the inmates in 1871 as the infirmary 
was still attached to the main workhouse buildings and there was 
nothing to stop it running through the whole establishment.^ The
1 Colonel Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12337/3911/28 January 1854.
2 Colonel Pigott's ms report: PRO MH12 12338/16192/1 May 1855*
3 Colonel Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12240/2376/17 January 1855*
4 Colonel Pigott»s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/16191/13 April 1855.
5 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12394/6141/21 February 1855*
6 Colonel Pigott to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/4786/13 February 1856.
7 Colonel Pigott to the PLB: PRO MH12 12579/24427/9 June 1856.
8 Gale, A. H., op. cit., p 64.
9 KRO BG1/11/10, p 362 - 16 May 1870.
10 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12402/18966/27 April 1870.
11 Inspector Longley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12402/8703/2 February 1871.
12 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12584/15627/13 April 1871.
13 KRO BG9/11/9* P 395 - 3 May 1871.
14 Inspector Longley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12225/18415/27 April 1871.
1 2Godstone and Richmond infirmaries1medical staff were also called 
on to deal with smallpox cases. Unfortunately, one of the worst 
hit institutions was the North Surrey District School where 
Inspector Courtney found eighteen seriously sick children on his 
visit in 1871
Typhus was another disease which was all too often endemic in
workhouses, Hambledon Union was particularly prone to this
unpleasant disease which was spread by lice, ticks, fleas and mites
4and led to prostration and delirium. Inspector Hawley reported in
1838 that the disease was *raging* through the House,J In fact
the situation was so serious that the guardians decided to build *a
6pest house on an elevated spot near the workhouse, * By this means 
the disease was brought under control, only to be set off again in
7
1843 by the admission of a sick pauper. The Hambledon Board of
Guardians was severely criticised by the secretary of the General 
8Board of Health in 1834 for failing to implement the regulations
laid down in the Nuisances Removal and Diseases Prevention Act of 
g
1848 even though the area contained slums where typhus was still 
rife. In 1858, the Poor Law Board investigated the case of a sick 
pauper child called Adams who had been placed in an old coachhouse
1 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12520/14018/27 March 1871.
2 KRO BG10/11/11, p 29 - 30 February 1871.
3 Inspector Courtney*s ms report: PRO MH27/71/22573/11 May 1871.
4 Gale, A, H,, op, cit,, p 735 Melvyn Howe, G. Man, Environment 
and Disease in Britain (London 1975)* PP 176-9.
5 W. H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12370/4829/30 April 1838: 
this was part of a nationwide epidemic in 1837-8,
6 Hambledon Union to the PLOs: PRO MH12 12370/5737/9 May 1838.
7 KRO BG7/11/2, p 26 - 28 August 1843.
8 Secretary of the Board of Health to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 
12372/6151/30 December 1854.
9 11 and 12 Victoria c. 63.
■1
in Cranleigh'; on the orders of the Hambledon Guardians, The
v
guardians claimed that they had moved him to a cottage shortly
afterwards and argued that they did not need fever wards to deal
2
with infectious cases.
In 1855* a typhus epidemic broke out in the backstreets of
3
Kingston, At first, the guardians tried to care for its victims
in rented accommodation, but when this was no longer possible they
moved the sufferers to the workhouse infirmary^ with disastrous
results - the infection spread to the inmates, five of whom died,'*
Once again, as in the case of Hambledon, the inadequacy of the
union’s screening and isolation processes was exposed, Chertsey
£
Union suffered a minor outbreak in 1857#
The Medical Officer of Health found 29 typhus cases mixed 
with other patients when he visited the North Surrey District
7
School in 1857* Earlier, in 1847* 21 boys at Godstone workhouse
had gone down with the disease and the rest of the children had
had to be evacuated and lodged in an empty house for the next three
months. In 1868, J, J. Henley reported that the education of the
Godstone Union children had been adversely affected by another 
9
outbreak, while Inspector Tufnell gave the same reason for the
10Reigate Union children’s poor examination results in 1870.
1 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12373/2542a/23 January 1858.
2 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12373/4265/2 February 1858 
and 43017/12 November 1858,
3 KRO BG8/11/5, P 201 - 21 August 1855.
4 KRO BG8/11/5, p 204 - 4 September 1855.
5 Colonel Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12395/11273/8 April 1856.
6 Colonel Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12148/7556/4 March 1857.
7 Medical Officer of Health to the PLB: PRO MH27/51/34878/
10 October 1857.
8 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12316/15085a/27 September
1847.
9 J. J. Henley's ms report: PRO MH12 12321/478/29 Secember 1868.
10 E. C. Tufnell's ms report contained in Longley’s ms report:
PRO MH12 12584/41673/23 July 1870.
Perhaps the most distressing outbreak took place in Richmond 
workhouse in 1866 during the great cholera epidemic; however, only
■i
one inmate died of the disease on this occasion.
There were several outbreaks of *Low Fever*, a form of typhus,
2
at Epsom workhouse. In 1844* the epidemic was so serious that the
x
guardians had to employ additional nurses. Another attack in 1848 
became so widespread that the guardians called on all their medical 
officers to form a committee to enquire into *the state of health 
in Epsom.*^ Eventually, Dr. Stilwell, the workhouse medical officer, 
traced the outbreaks to the establishment*s faulty drainage system.
A similar epidemic at Godstone Union caused several deaths in 1853* 
while the Epsom Guardians were troubled once again in 1855 by the
7
appearance of *Epidemick fever* in the House.
Q*yphoid or enteric fever was another all too common workhouse 
disease. The bacteria gained entry into the body through contaminated
Q
food or water and lived in the large intestine. The disease was 
often confused with typhus until about 1869 when for the first time 
a distinction was drawn between the two diseases in the Registrar- 
General *s returns. The only recorded epidemic of this disease in
9
the Surrey area took place in Kingston workhouse in 1853*
1 KRO BG10/11/9, p 290 - 12 September 1866.
2 Mayne, R. G., An Expository Lexicon of Terms Ancient and Modem
in Medicine and General Science" (London 1860). p 1506.
3 KRO BG3/11/5, p 88 - 11 December 1844.
4 KRO BG3/11/6, p 319 - 29 November 1848; this was part of a major
epidemic in 1847-8 (see Melvyn Howe, G., op. cit., p 178).
5 KRO BG3/11/6, p 338 - 3 January 1849.
6 Godstone Unions to the PLB: PRO MH12 12317/4774/4 February 1853.
7 Colonel Pigott's ms report: PRO MH12 12240/2376/17 January 1855.
8 Gale, A, H., op. cit., p 72.
9 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12393/32445/26 August 1853.
Great distress was caused in the later ’thirties "by influenza 
1
epidemics. In 1837f Ur. Yate, the sole medical officer of
Hambledon Union, was voted a gratuity of £30 for his signal efforts
2
during the great epidemic of that year. This was one of a
x
series of fairly severe epidemics in 1803, 1831, 1837 and 1847-8.
The venereal diseases caused the Surrey Boards of Guardians 
particular difficulties. Very few references were made to them 
during the ’thirties and ’forties when the boards of guardians 
placed their 'separate women* in isolation wards for moral rather 
than hygenic reasons.^ Presumably, the badly diseased were placed 
in the general wards with patients suffering from other illnesses. 
However, some Poor Law authorites became particularly worried 
about the possible spread of venereal disease. The Richmond 
Guardians wrote to the Poor Law Commissioners in 1840" to see if they 
could retain patients in the infirmary against their will if they 
were suffering from dangerously contagious diseases. They had been 
prompted into making this enquiry by the behaviour of a badly diseased 
prostitute who discharged herself from the workhouse for a few days at
5
a time, presumably to ply her trade, and then applied for readmission.
Although the central authority sympathised with them in their
predicament, they pointed out that there was nothing that they could
6do under the existing laws. The Kingston Workhouse Medical Officer
complained in 1849 that a known prostitute called Kember refused to
be medically examined. As a result the board of guardians passed an
order that workhouse inmates should submit themselves for medical
7
examination whenever the medical officer deemed it necessary.
1 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/1379c/21 February 1837.
2 Melvyn Howe, G., op. cit., p 196.
3 Ibid.
4 See pjoi i^  - 5j2LI
5 Richmond Guardians to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12597/48a/l January 1840.
6 The PLCs to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12597/48a/8 January 1840.
7 KRO BG8/11/3, P 289 - 24 April 1849.
However, it was not until the late ’fifties that the opening
of the Aldershot military camp^ brought about such an increase in
prostitution and its associated problems that Farnham, Godstone and
Guildford Unions had to provide special facilities for the treatment
of venereal disease. Even the opening of the Lock Hospital for the
treatment of venereal diseases failed to reduce the pressure on
2the local Poor Law infirmaries. The most complete record of the
development of this problem was preserved at Farnham. The following
table demonstrates the remarkable increase in the number of venereal
3
cases treated during the period;
TABLE XIII: The Number of Venereal Cases in
Farnham Workhouse Infirmary 
Between 1855 and 1866
Largest No. Lowest No.
Year in Workhouse in Workhouse .--Q«—Q--— *
During Year During Year Patients
1855 2
1856 21
1857 91 47 47
1858 94 62 59
1859 102 59 46
1860 113 65 76
1861 102 47 73
1862 103 50 62
1863 119 75 49
1864 111 69 51
1865 116 55 62
1866 116 72 87
1 See H. N. Cole, The Story of Aldersthot (Aldershot 1951)•
2 The Poor Law Report on Farnham Infirmary, 1867, p 6.
3 The Poor Law Report on Farnham Infirmary, 1867, P 149#
The increase in the number of diseased prostitutes and the failure 
of the Earaham Board of Guardians to provide adequate wards for 
their treatment was to play no small part in creating an impression 
of neglect and inefficiency in the minds of the Lancet Commissioners
*I
during their visit in 1867. Later, Richard Eager, one of
Guildford*s medical officers, visited the ward and described
it as ’nothing more than a very small, dirty room crowded with
twelve ”low order” prostitutes*! The air in the ward was fetid
and offensive; four patients were in bed, the others were huddled 
2around the fire. The unsuitability of the ward had been obvious 
since 1857. In that year, the venereal patients accused the work­
house medical officer, Dr. Knowles, of failing to give them proper 
medical treatment. Colonel Pigott, the district Poor Law 
Inspector, carried out a thorough investigation into the charges. 
Pigott praised the medical officer and cleared him of negligence 
and pointed out that the ward was completely unsuitable as Dr.
4Knowles had informed the guardians on many previous occasions.
Indeed the ward had been so cold at the time that the complaints
were made that the doctor believed that it was -unsafe to use the
dangerous mercury treatment. Pigott observed that the doctor had
treated 56 prostitutes during the previous six months; five had
given birth to babies and five had died. In 1860,-Dr. Knowles*
salary was raised to £55 p.a. because of the great increase in
5patients *chiefly of Prostitutes from the Camp.*^
Dr. Powell, Knowles* successor, found the treatment of 
prostitutes a constant source of difficulty. In 1865* Emma Noel, 
a prostitute from Aldershot, died almost immediately on entering
1 The Lancet Report on Earaham Infirmary, I867, p 497.
2 The Poor Law Report on Earaham Infirmary, 1867, p 97.
3 Earaham Union to the PLB: PRO MSI2 12273/45604/11 December 1857.
4 Colonel Pigott’s ms report; PRO MH12 12273/1666/12 January 1858.
5 Earaham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12273/3445/27 January 1860.
the workhouse. The Surrey and Hampshire News took up the case as
Dr. Powell declared that Noel should never have been moved from
Aldershot where she had been taken ill as a result of continuous 
•\
heavy drinking. The medical officer responsible, Dr. Poster, was
2
later severely censured for neglect. In 1866, another prostitute 
named Rose Cumber died from shock when two pauper nurses placed a 
red hot brick under her feet.
Dr. Powell's salary was raised in 1867 because of the increased 
number of sick inmates, 'particularly venereal c a s e s . T h e  
guardians later claimed that his duties were much lightened because 
they were able to send many diseased prostitutes to the Lock 
Hospital in consequence of paying a not inconsiderable annual
5
subscription of ten guineas. However, this was not strictly true 
as the Lock Hospital would not receive pregnant women suffering
from venereal disease and so many of these unfortunates continued
£
to make their way to Farnham.
The later 'sixties saw an increase in the number of local 
workhouses affected by the activities of the prostitutes from the 
Aldershot area. Guildford Guardians started subscribing to the
7
Lock Hospital in 1864* while Godstone Guardians applied to the Poor
0
Law Board for permission to do so in 1868. Later in the same year,
1 The Surrey and Hampshire News. 25 March 1865.
2 V. H. T. Hawley's ms report: PRO MH12 12276/20521/22 May 1865.
5 W. H. T. Hawley's ms report: PRO MH12 12276/14339/20 April 1866.
4 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12277/7328/27 March 1867.
5 The subscription had been raised to this figure in 1866; the
PLB was not informed of the original agreement - Farnham Union
to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/6179a/l6 February 1866; PLB's Clerk's
note on the back.
6 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12278/15262/2 April 1868.
7 KRO BG6/11/15, P 251 - 31 December I864.
8 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12520/12473/9 April 1868.
Dr, Bailey, the Godstone Workhouse Medical Officer, gained an 
increase in salary on the grounds that the cost of treating syphilis
•i
patients with expensive drugs was consuming nearly all his stipend.
On his first visit to Kingston, Dr, Smith called for the provision
of venereal wards as he found men suffering from syphilis mixed
2
with the general- patients.
The venereal wards in Farnham infirmary were not particularly 
bad by contemporary standards. Dr, Stallard, the Lancet Commissioner, 
reported that 'In all our experience we never saw patients in a more 
wretched state1 than in the venereal wards of the Walshall Union 
infirmary. They had neither proper heating nor ventilation systems
3
and were badly overcrowded.
The appalling treatment of venereal patients arose out of 
the jaundiced views held by the guardians and medical officers 
responsible for their care. The Walshall Workhouse Medical Officer, 
for instance, told Stallard that he had no sympathy for 'these 
miserable dregs of habitual vice* and believed that they should be 
given nothing but 'food, shelter and medicine,' He rejected 
Stallard*s criticisms of their treatment as 'impractical' and asked 
'Would he put them (the prostitutes) on a par with the respectable 
destitute and invalid inmates of the workhouse?'^
Disease played a serious part in retarding the progress of 
Surrey's workhouse children. When smallpox declined as the commonest 
cause of death among young children at the beginning of the nineteenth 
century, scarlet fever, measles and whooping-cough took its place.
1 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12320/48287/12 October 1868.
2 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12400/3942/14 January 1867.
3 Report on the Walshall Workhouse Infirmary, the Lancet. 1867* ii* 
pp 585-6.
4 Ibid.
5 Gale, A. H., op. cit., pp 100-1.
During the first four complete years of registration, these three 
common childhood infectious diseases had the following mean annual 
death rates per million:
Scarlet fever 797
Measles 539
i
Whooping cough 504
By the middle of the century, deaths from scarlet fever were 1,900
p
per million and epidemics were recorded in a large number of areas, 
particularly in the period 1855-7 when Reigate workhouse was badly 
affected: Inspector Pigott reported that the children were
continuously troubled by the disease. Scarlet fever continued to 
grow in virulence and was claiming 2,400 lives in every million by 
1861-5 and 2,300 in the quinquennium, 1866^70.^ During this last 
period, a ’very fatal* epidemic took place in Godstone workhouse 
when there were 24 cases in the union schools alone.J
Measles wreaked almost as much havoc. By mid-century, it
was killing just over a thousand persons per million yearly: in
the quinquennium 1856-60, it caused about 1,100 deaths per million;
£
but in 1866-70, deaths from measles dropped to 900 per million.
The Guildford workhouse schools were dominated by this disease for
7
over a year in 1854-5 9 during which time four children died. In
1860, 40 of the Earnham District School’s total roll of 105 were
8seriously ill with the disease; a further outbreak in 1865 was so
1 Ibid.
2 Ibid, p 94*
3 Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12579/47869/12 December 1855 and
P i g o t t m s  report: PRO MH12 12579/13623/21 April 1857.
4 Gale, A. H., op. cit., p 91*
5 J* J. Henley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12342/63212/19 December 1868,
6 Gale, A, H,, op, cit., p 101•
7 Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12337/27063/13 July 1854 and
Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12338/16192/1 May 1855.
8 W. H, T. Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH27/70/35417/17 October 1860.
worrying that the managers were at last persuaded to appoint a
-J
full-time nurse, Godstone infirmary had to he closed in 1871
2
as it was full of children suffering from measles; unfortunately, 
as there was a smallpox outbreak at the same time, the guardians 
ordered the sick children to be moved back into the workhouse 
schools where there were many uninfected pupils, VThen the Poor
Law Board enquired whether the medical officer had been a party to
3 4this move, the guardians had to admit that he had not been consulted
5
and disapproved of their action. The sick children were then moved 
first to the girls* dormitory, then to the lying-in ward and finally 
to a vacant men*s ward, A similar epidemic took place at Richmond
7
workhouse in the same year.
Whooping cough, the third of the trinity, also caused considerable
hardship. By 1851-5* it was killing 1,300 per million yearly; and in
1866-70, nearly 1,400 per million. It was present in virulent form
in the Guildford Union schools followingkht'great measles epidemic in
1856.^ The only other major outbreak took place at the North Surrey
10
District School in 1869*
As all three diseases were spread by droplet infection and 
close contact, workhouse schools with their bad ventilation and 
overcrowding were ideal environments for their development. The 
lack of isolation wards meant that there was little likelihood that 
a virus disease like measles could be contained. The lack of
1 FDS to PLB: PRO MH27/70/46172/8 December 1865.
2 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12320/14018/27 March 1871.
3 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12320/14018/29 March 1871.
4 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12320/14O8O/3O March 1871.
5 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12320/14306/1 April 1871.
6 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12320/14306/6 April 1871,
7 KRO BG10/11/11, p 18 - 26 January 1871.
8 Gale, A. H., op. cit., p 101.
9 Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12338/26731/25 June 1856.
10 Dr. Markham*s ms report: PRO MH27/53/15805/16 March 1869.
handkerchiefs and separate towels greatly increased the possibility 
of infection as nose discharge and sputum carried the infectious 
bacteria and viruses.
Two other virus diseases, chickenpox and mumps, which are also
spread by close contact were occasionally mentioned in union
minutes when they reached epidemic proportions. Pigott reported
an outbreak of chickenpox at the Reigate schools in 1855 while
mumps became endemic in the North Surrey District Schools from
1865 to 1870; there were no less than 200 children seriously ill
2
with the disease in 1866 alone.
Less dangerous, but in many ways even more disruptive than
3
these diseases, were the skin complaints;' impetigo, ringworm,
scabies (more popularly known as •itch*) and pediculosis. The
incidence of impetigo or ’scald head’ was so great as not to warrant
recording in most instances. Unfortunately, this very contagious
disease caused by streptococci or staphylococci, spread like wildfire
through the union schools because the children shared the same
towels and beds. Epidemics were mentioned at Richmond workhouse as
early as 1839*^ ’Cutaneous erruption* was rife in the children’s
wards at Guildford in 1848' and so widespread among the pupils of
the North Surrey District School in 1854 that Richmond Guardians
£
refused to let their children enter it. The most serious outbreaks
1 Pigott‘te ms report: PRO MH12 12579/22299/1 June 1855.
2 P. E. Wilkinson’s Report on the Sanitary Condition of the NSDS;
MH27/52/384142/September 1866 and P. E, Wilkinson’s Report on 
the Sanitary Condition of the NSDS; PRO MH27/53/48676/20 October
1869.
3 Dr. P. E. Wilkinson reported in 1866 that 75 pen cent of all 
children admitted to the North Surrey District School were 
suffering from skin diseases: P. E. Wilkinson’s Report on the 
Sanitary Condition of the NSDS, PRO MH27/52/384142/September 1866.
4 KRO BG10/11/1, p 355 - 21 February 1839.
5 KRO BG6/11/7, p 172 - 15 April 1848.
6 Mr. Cane’s ms report: PRO MH12 12599/28050/19 July 1854.
of itch are recorded below:
TABLE XIV: Ma.jor Outbreaks of Itch in the Surrey
Workhouses Between 1836 and 1871
Year Unions Where Epidemic Occurred
1836 Dorking
1839 Epsom, Richmond
1844 Kingston
1848 Guildford
1849 Kingston
1854 North Surrey District School; Richmond
1855 Richmond
1857 Chertsey; Richmond
1860 North Surrey District School
1864 Farnham District School
1866 North Surrey District School
1867 Hambledon; Chertsey
1868 Godstone
1869 Godstone; Guildford, North Surrey District School; Reigate
This unpleasant disease was caused by small insects burrowing into 
those parts of the body where the skin was thrown into folds such 
as the webs of the fingers and the wrinkles in front of the wrists. 
Scratching led to secondary infection of the skin and the formation 
of blisters or scabs. The insects readily tranferred from one host 
to another especially if they shared the same bed as many workhouse 
children did; in 1842, the Poor Law Commissioners informed the 
Guildford Guardians that beds three feet six inches wide were not
-j
large enough for three children to sleep in. The union minutes and 
inspectors’ reports contain continual references to ’dirty heads’ and
1 PRO MH12 12334/14691a/31 December 1842. Mr. Courtney found that 
many of the NSDS children were sleeping in double beds in 1869 
(Mr. Courtney’s ms report: PRO MH27/53/40960/16 August 1869).
The Commissioners in Lunacy complained that the Dorking children 
still slept in double beds (PRO: MH12 12224/51479/20 December
1865).
itch* Outbreaks became so common that they were sometimes ignored: 
the Master of Farnham workhouse was reprimanded in 1864 for not
v -j
bothering to check the children*s heads* J* J. Henley complained
that the Godstone children had been suffering from scabies for more
than thirteen months without relief and that the outbreak had been
caused by the introduction into the schools of two children from 
2
Bermondsey* Epidemics often arose from the medical officers* failure
to examine applicants for the workhouse or from a lack of itch wards
or the deliberate mixing of itch sufferers with clean inmates* Dr*
Edward Smith discovered that the Matron of Hambledon workhouse forced
the teachers to put children suffering from contagious skin diseases
3
among their uninfected pupils* Itch patients were frequently placed 
in the fever wards with people suffering from other diseases*^
During the nineteenth century, there was no swift cure for these 
diseases so that epidemics dragged on for several years; indeed, it 
is likely that the Surrey Poor Law schools were never free of itch 
for more than a few weeks or months at a time.
Although ringworm was infrequently mentioned in the Surrey
records, this fungus disease was endemic in the Godstone schools
from 1865 to 1870. In 1869, the unfortunate medical officer was
called before the board of guardians to explain his failure to cure 
5
the disease.J Dr. Bailey was unable to do so and the disease
continued to spreads J. J. Henley reported in 1870 that the children
£
were still troubled by *the obstinate eruption.*
1 W, H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH12./12275/8954^ /28 March I864.
2 J. J. Henley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12521/478/29 December 1868.
3 Dr. Smith*s ms report: PRO MH12 12378/7863/9 March 1867.
4 J. J. Henley’s ms report on Reigate: PRO MH12 12583/45114/
17 September 1869#
5 KRO BG5/11/11, P 263 - 22 October 1869.
6 J. J. Henley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12321/9363/11 February 1870.
Ophthalmia or conjunctivitis v/as one of the Poor Law schools*
greatest scourges* *Red eye*, as it was popularly called, was
caused by bacterial infection and spread particularly quickly in
institutions where many people used the same towels. The earliest
reference to this disease in the Surrey records occurred in the
Richmond Union minutes: the Poor Law Commissioners refused to
allow the guardians to send their children to Drouet * s school at
1
Tooting because of an outbreak. At about the same time, the
Chertsey Guardians had to evacuate their uninfected children from
o
the workhouse following a particularly bad epidemic. The healthy 
children had to stay in an old disused workhouse at Pyrford until 
March 1840 when it was decided that it was safe for them to return.^
Throughout most of the 1860s, ophthalmia was prevalent in both
the Farnham and North Surrey district schools. W. H. T. Hawley
complained about the high incidence of the disease at Farnham^ and
used it to persuade the managers to provide fever wards. Ophthalmia
may have caused the pupils of the Eamham school acute discomfort,
but at the North Surrey schools it produced a major crisis and scandal
which did nothing to improve the image of district schools in
general or that of the North Surrey schools in particular. It was
first mentioned in 1861 when the managers called for a change in the
dietary to try and combat its spread.^ At the time of H. B, Famall*s
n
visit in 1863 there were between 35 and 40 cases. However, by the 
autumn, the disease had reached epidemic proportions according to the 
Morning Star. Dr. Thomas Jones, the Ophthalmic Surgeon of University
1 The PLCs to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12597/1770a/l6 November 1839.
2 KRO BG1/11/1, p 113 - 14 October 1839.
3 KRO BG1/11/1, p 166 - 17 March 1840.
4 V. H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH27/70/4-94.8/3 February 1868.
5 W. H.- ;T*:; Hawlpy*s t-ms reports;PR0 MH27/7Q/23817/11 May 1869.
6 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/52/23727/29 June 1871.
7 H. B. Eamall,s ms report: PRO MH27/52/16022/1 May 1863*
® Morning Star. 15 October 1863; contained in PRO MH27/52.
College Hospital, visited the school at the behest of the St. Pancras 
Guardians and discovered that 101 of their 136 children were suffering 
from the disease. Of those reported healthy, 'a large proportion ..... 
(were) afflicted with disease5! The author of the article went on to 
point out that this was hardly surprising as the children did not 
have separate towels and the sick were not segregated from the 
healthy. Following this damaging publicity, the Poor Law Board
-j
wrote to the managers demanding an explanation. In November, the
managers informed them that they had employed Alfred Poland of Guy*s
Hospital to inspect the school and report on the outbreak of 
2
ophthalmia. According to Poland, the epidemic had been caused by
the admission of a very badly infected child called Rachel Chalk
from the St. Pancras Union. Although, he maintained, the child had
been placed in the infirmary immediately on arrival, the disease
had spread through *atmospheric influence.* Rather casually he
reassured the managers that there were only 36 cases where children
3
had suffered permanent damage to their eyes.
Although the spread of the disease was stopped and the medical 
officer claimed that there were only seven cases in January I864, it
is perhaps significant that he asked for the improved dietary to be
4 5continued both then and in April 1865. By 1868, the incidence of
ophthalmia had become so great in district and separate schools that
the Poor Law Board wrote to each of them in turn to ascertain the
g
extent of the problem. The Managers of the North Surrey District
7schools replied that they had only 23 cases and yet in the following 
year, their own medical officer, F. E. Wilkinson, admitted that the 
disease was endemic and epidemic.^
1 The PLB to the NSDS: PRO MH27/52/39490/29 October 1863.
2 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/52/42124/13 November 1863.
3 Alfred Poland’s Report included in PRO MH27/52/42124/13 November
1863.
4 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/52/2631/20 January I864.
5 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/52/28378/14 July 1865.
6 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/55/4990M/17 October 1868.
7 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/53/4990M/21 October 1868.
8 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/53/48676/20 October 1869.
\
Another serious outbreak in 1871-2 led to an official enquiry
by Dr, Bridges, the Local Government Board's Medical Officer, which
resulted in the dismissal of several officers. In April 1872, 300
of the worst cases had to be sent to the Bow Road Infirmary, Their
recovery was slow and they remained infectious for such a long
period that a group of teachers had to be sent with them; as soon
as Mr, Nettleship, a leading eye specialist at the London Ophthalmic
Hospital, declared the children cured, they were sent back to
Aherley and were replaced by the sufferers who had remained at the 
2
school. These disasters forced the managers to carry out important 
structural improvements especially to the infirmary as well as a 
series of administrative reforms, which belatedly vindicated the 
Kingston Guardians' attacks on the North Surrey District schools
3
throughout the later 'sixties. Poor Carleton Tufnell, the great 
advocate of district schools, ruefully lamented, 'Every human 
institution is liable to fail, and hence I must admit the partial 
but temporary failure of the North Surrey District School,
1 The school rolls contained the names of 690 pupils at this time,
2 3 LGB (l873r4) App 15, P 214? see Liveing S,, A Nineteenth Century
Teacher (London 1926), pp 198-9*
3 See pp 3£l-6
4 2 LGB (1872-3), App 34, P 85.
(e) THE SURREY WORKHOUSES AND THE SPREAD OF DISEASE
As previously stated, the conditions in many workhouses were so 
bad that epidemic diseases spread from them to the local community
■j
rather than vice versa. Certainly, the Surrey workhouses like
many others throughout the land were particularly prone to epidemics.
One of the main reasons for this was the lack or misuse of reception
wards. Article 91 of the Consolidated Order of 1847 called for 
2
their provision. As soon as a pauper was admitted to a workhouse, 
he had to be placed in the probationary ward where he was to be 
thoroughly washed, dressed in workhouse clothing and medically 
examined before being sent to the infirmary or the main body of 
the House. Ideally, such wards should have had their own separate 
washing and toilet facilities.
Without exception, the Poor Law Inspectors had the greatest
difficulty implementing these rules. There were no proper
3 4reception wards at Godstone and Hambledon Unions until 1847* at
5 6Chertsey until 1864 or at Dorking until 1865? in the last named
workhouse paupers were not even.medically examined before admission.
Where reception wards did exist, they were frequently used for
other purposes, particularly for housing the sick. At Epsom, Colonel
1 Hodgkinson, R., op. cit., p 162.
2 Consolidated Order, 1847* Glen, op. cit., p "JO,
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO 1-0112 12315/3l67a/l9 February 1847
4 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/4953a/l5 May 1847 and
19121a/20 December 1847*
5 Mr. Corbett*s ms report: PRO MH12 12150/16576/5 May 1864.
6 C. B. Cane * s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/51532/10 August 1865? 
Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12^15/3167a/l9 February 1847
1Pigott found them full of children suffering from ringworm, at
2
Hambledon they contained infirm old men and at Richmond they were
almost completely filled with sick people in 1847 - one man had
3
been living in the reception ward for well over a year - and with
itch cases in 1868.^ Occasionally, as at Hambledon in 1862, they
5were even made into workshops.
The need for proper reception wards and medical inspections
was underlined by the experiences of the North Surrey District
School where epidemic after epidemic was traced to newly arrived
inmates. The medical officer, Dr, F, E. Wilkinson, reported in
1866 that ‘there is a liability to attacks of epidemic disease due
to the frequent changes in pupils!| there had been four major
epidemics during the previous five years; measles (200 sufferers),
£
whooping cough (200), scarlet fever (50) and mumps (200),
Admittedly, his problems were exacerbated by the absence of isolation 
7
wards.
In the early days of the period, some boards of guardians tried 
to protect themselves and their workhouse inmates from infectious 
diseases by banning the admission of sick people. In 1839, ‘
Epsom Guardians ordered their relieving officers and overseers not to 
send any person suffering from an infectious or contagious disease to
Q
the House, Hambledon Guardians passed a similar motion in 1843,
1 G, Pigott’s ms report; PRO MH12 12238/3177a/20 February 1847.
2 G. Pigott’s ms report; PRO MH12 12372/4865/12 February 1849.
3 Mr, Cane’s ms report; PRO MH12 12599/28050/19 July 1854#
4 H, Courtney’s ms report; PRO MH12 12601/52322/2 November 1868,
5 Mir, Corbett’s ms report; PRO 141112 12375/19266/26 May 1862,
6 Report on the Sanitary Condition of the NSDS; PRO MH27/52/
384142/September 1866*
7 See p 12.1
8 KRO BG3/11/3, p 18 - 30 August 1839.
■i
following the admission of a man suffering from typhus. Some 
sympathy can be felt for this attitude as highly infectious patients 
were often sent to the infirmaries: for example an assistant over­
seer at Bromley sent a pauper suffering from smallpox to Hambledon 
2
workhouse in 1855* However, such resolutions were illegal as the
x
Poor Law Board informed the Epsom Guardians in 1862; the local Poor 
Law authorities were required to relieve all destitute people what­
ever their state of health.
There can be no doubt that the heavy incidence of epidemics 
in the Surrey workhouses was encouraged by primitive sanitary 
arrangements. Epsom*s medical officer traced an outbreak of low 
fever in the workhouse to defective drainage in 1849.^ An inspector 
from the General Board of Health was called in and verified his 
findings^ the great sewage tank was treated with chloride of zinc 
which seems to have been.effective as few epidemics of *low fever* 
were recorded thereafter. In the same year, Colonel Pigott declared 
the drainage of the Chertsey workhouse to be so defective as *to
7
compromise the health of the inmates * - cholera was raging through
8
the union at the time. In 1850, a new drainage system was introduced, 
Pigott also requested Kingston Guardians to remove the cesspools from
9
in front of their workhouse. They complied and installed barrel 
drains. However, their problems were not over as they were prosecuted 
by the borough council when their new drains ^overflowed and flooded
1 KRO BG7/11/2, p 26  - 28 August 1843.
2 KRO BG7/11/3, p 264 - 2 April 1855.
5 PLB to Epsom. Union: PRO MH12 12242/14253/6 May 1862.
4 KRO BG3/11/6, p 338 - 3 January 1849.
5 KRO BG3/11/7* p 25 - 22 August 1849.
6 KRO BG3/11/7* P  36 - 19 September 1849.
7 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12146/36318/12 December 1849.
8 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12147/28443/14 June 1850.
9 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12393/16723/15 April 1851*
1
the area close to the workhouse - the only answer was to install
2
yet more barrel drains. Perhaps, the most macabre incident
relating to drainage took place at Farnham workhouse where a sick
pauper fell into the giant cesspool while trying to clean it and
3
died shortly after being rescued. Even during the *sixties, there 
were still instances of appallingly defective drainage. For example, 
it was discovered after the death from typhus.of Mrs, Prances 
Garrett, the paid nurse at Godstone workhouse, that the?drains were 
discharging into the cellar beneath the infirmary,^
Much ill health may have resulted from drinking polluted water.
At Godstone workhouse in 1857# the guardians discovered after a
thorough investigation that the patients were being made ill by
5drinking nitrate laden water from the local fields. No doubt, this
was a fairly common problem. Certainly, the 1850s saw a considerable
reduction in this health hazard with the opening of local waterworks.
At Guildford for example, the guardians arranged for the workhouse to
be supplied with fresh water by the Guildford Waterworks Company in 
£
1851 while similar arrangements provided ‘abundant fresh water*
7
at Epsom workhouse in 1858,
In the 1850s all the Surrey workhouses provided open privies 
which were not only offensive to the nose but dangerous to the inmates* 
health, Ehe cesspits and cesspools provided favourable environments 
for bacterial growth and often polluted the workhouse’s water supply.
1 KRO BG8/11/5, p 193 - 24 July 1855.
2 KRO BG8/11/5, p 215 - 2 October 1855. .
5 QIhe lancet Report on Farnham Infirmary, p 497#
4 Dr. Smith’s ms report: FRO MH12 12520/58511/9 October 1867.
5 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12518/40850/10 November 1857.
6 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12536/53336/4 August 1851.
7 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12241/25105/2 June 1858.
Gradually, the more health conscious unions installed water closets:
1 2  XKingston Union in.1842, Godstone and Guildford^ in 1847 and Epsom 
in 1858. However, most unions still used privies until the 1860s 
when Ur, Smith persuaded some at least to change over to flush 
toilets* At Chertsey, he persuaded the guardians to install Jennings 
Latrines in 1866. At Godstone, he declared that water closets were
c
needed in the men’s, women’s and children’s wards. At Guildford,
he asked the guardians to provide more nightchairs and earth closets
in the dormitories and to do away with the ’offensive buckets and
7
chamber pots* then in use. There were no water closets at Hambledon
Q
workhouse and the local guardians refused to install any, although
they did make sure that the privies were regularly emptied,^ In
1866 Dr. Markham demanded that more lavatories be installed in
10Richmond workhouse. Such conditions were by no means unusual 
either in provincial or Metropolitan workhouses. Although Dr. 
Stallard, the Lancet Commissioner, condemned Walshall workhouse for 
having 'stinking cesspits' prior to 1867, he admitted that it was 
'like a palace' compared to a nearby workhouse where ten out of twelve 
water closets in the sick wards were nailed up and the other two 
could not be flushed until sufficient rainwater had collected on the 
roofI^
1 KRO BG8/11/1, p 281 - 2 April 1842.
2 KRO BG5/11/6, p 217 - 3 December 1847.
3 KRO BG6/11/6, p 372 - 10 April 1847.
4 Colonel Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12241/23103/2 June 1854.
5 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12151/39901/16 October 1866.
6 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12320/19686/10 May 1867.
7 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12341/9252/12 March 1867.
8 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12376/42857/25 October 1866.
9 J. J. Henley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12378/10776/25 March 1868.
10 Dr. Markham's ms report: PRO MH12 12560/45330/5 November 1866.
11 Dr. Stallard's ms report,of Walshall Workhouse: the Lancet. 1867, 
Vol. ii, pp 585-6.
Dr. Smith reported similar conditions in the Metropolitan
workhouses. He also complained that the London Boards of Guardians
did not provide lavatory paper; they claimed that ’a very large
p
proportion of the poor* were not in the hahit of using it. Not
surprisingly, there were.’numberless instances * of closets being
blocked with ’old towels, dusters and dish cloths.’ He noted
that ’one or. more Bibles, and sometimes a Prayer Book, were found
in each ward, but in a more or less imperfect and dilapidated state -
a circumstance connected with the subject just discussed.Following
their enquiry into the condition of Farnham workhouse the central
authority ordered the guardians to provide their inmates with 
5
toilet paper.
The lack of washing facilities was even more dangerous than 
these primitive toilet arrangements. Normally, the pauper inmates
of the Surrey workhouses were expected to wash either in troughs as
6 7 8 9
at Dorking and Kingston or in buckets as at Epsom and Farnham.
There was also a chronic shortage of baths. At Richmond workhouse
in 1854« Inspector Cane could only find one bath and that was filled
10with filthy washing. Children’s dormitories were rarely provided 
with them. For example, totally unsatisfactory conditions existed
1 Dr. Smith; H of C, 372, PP 16-19.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
4 Ibid.
5 See p SO
6 KRO BG8/11/2, p 401 - 13 October 1846; troughs provided for the men.
7 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/41843/25 October 1866.
8 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12242/41449/17 October 1866.
9 The Medical Officer to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/49760/29 December
1865.
10 Mr. Cane’s ms report: PRO MH12 12599/28050/19 July 1854*
in the Epsom workhouse schools until 1868 when a major quarrel
1
between the schoolmisteress and the master brought them to light,
J, J, Henley, the district inspector, had already complained about
2the inadequacy of the children*s washing arrangements, When the 
board of guardians investigated the schoolmistress* complaints, they 
discovered that thirteen infants had to be washed in one pail of 
water and had the use of only one towel a.week, that there were only 
two towels a week available for the girls, and hardly any combs
3
and brushes for any of the children.
At Hambledon, the teachers complained that the matron kept 
them so short of water that the children could not be properly washed - 
all had to use the same bucket.^  The Poor Law Board made the 
guardians provide a sufficient supply of hot and cold water and
5
install new baths and lavatories.
During the later ’sixties, the inspectors, headed by Dr. Smith, 
tried to bring about a rapid improvement in washing facilities. At 
almost every workhouse he visited, Smith pronounced the washing 
arrangements defective and asked the local guardians to provide 
enamel bowls and more water so that the inmates of each ward had more 
than one bucket of water to wash themselves in.^  Eventually, all the 
unions provided these amenities although the Epsom Guardians had to
7
be compelled to do so by the Poor Law Board, The Lancet Commissioners 
discovered comparable deficiencies in other provincial workhouses. Dr,
1 KRO BG3/11/8,. p. 770 - 4 November 1868.
2 J . J. Henley * s ms report: PRO MH12 12243/35749/14 July 1868.
3 KRO BG3/11/8, p 774 - 18 November 1868.
4 Dr. Edward Smith’s ms reports PRO MH12 12378/11616/28 March 1867#
5 The PLB to Hambledon Unions PRO MH12 12378/11616B/13 April 1867.
6 Dr. Smith*s ms reportss PRO MH12 12224/41843/25 October 1866
(Dorking); 12242/41449/17 October 1866 (Epsom); 12320 43715/
16 October 1866 (Godstone); 12376/42857/25 October 1866 (Hambledon).
7 Dr. Smith*s ms reports PRO MH12 12243/19726/17 May 1867.
Stallard found only one washbasin at Walshall, all the rest of the 
inmates, even the bed-ridden, used buckets.
During their investigation of the Metropolitan workhouses, the
Lancet Commissioners found only one institution which they considered
2
had sufficient baths. While corroborating their findings, Dr.
Smith drew particular attention to Kensington and Paddington workhouse
infirmaries where the sick were expected to wash in their chamber
pots. One of the medical officers concerned maintained that his
patients preferred these washing arrangements, but when Smith
questioned the inmates they replied that they did this ’against
3
their will and their former habits at home.1
The risk of infection was further increased by the sharing of 
towels. At Epsom, between eighteen and twenty men were expected to 
use the same roller towel for a week,^ and it was certainly quite 
normal for large numbers of children to have to make do with one
5
towel a week. Dr. Powell, the Eamham Medical Officer, complained 
that there were no towels at all with which to dry the young children 
in the workhouse and claimed that the women looking after them had
g
to wipe them with their aprons. During the Poor Law enquiry into
the state of Shmham workhouse, the nurse gave evidence that *TJp to
three years ago, there was only one towel for all three (sick)
wards. Then a towel was given to each ward. We can now get more
7
than one towel a week for the large ward if we wish. * At Paddington 
workhouse, Dr. Smith calculated that only one towel was provided for
1 Dr. Stallard's Report on Walshall Workhouse, the Lancet 1867. ii, 
PP 585-6.
2 Lancet Commission's Report on"the State of the Infirmaries of 
London Workhouses, 1866, p 22.
3 Dr. Smith, H of C, 372, 1866, p 16 and App, p 180.
4 Dr. Smith's ms report; PRO MH12 12242/41449/17 October 1866.
5 Dr. Smith's ms report on Hambledon Workhouse; PRO MH12 12378/
11616/28 March 1867*
6 Dr. Powell to the PLB; PRO MH12 12276/49760/29 December 1865.
7 Mr. Lambert's and Dr. Smith's ms report; PRO MH12 12277/8690/
10 March 1868.
1
every 24 to 31 inmates. ‘Usually, however1, Ur. Smith explained,
*the supply for an ordinary ward is two or three round ones (roller 
towels) and they are changed twice a week.* The supply of soap 
and hair "brushes and combs was equally limited, Frequently all the 
occupants of a ward used the same comb and hairbrush which greatly 
facilitated the spread of eczema, itch, ringworm and other skin
3
diseases. However, Ur. Smith was probably right when he asserted 
that the inmates* cleanliness *far exceeded that of the same class 
at their own homes and was not less than that of the inmates of 
other public institutions.
In many workhouses, the use of double beds played an important 
part in spreading contagious and infectious diseases. The inspectors 
made a concerted effort to convince the boards of guardians that 
double beds were unsuitable from a moral as well as a hygenic point 
of view. Although the Guildford Guardians passed a resolution in
51845 that all their double beds were to be replaced by single ones,
Ur. Smith found them in use when he visited the workhouse in 1867.
Similarly Ur. Markham complained in 1866 that there were still many
double beds in use in Richmond workhouse in spite of his predecessor’s
constant remonstrations/ The North Surrey Uistrict School which had
an appalling record for epidemic disease also made great use of double
beds. Inspector Courtney complained to the central authority in 1869
8about the great number of double beds which were still in use. 
Workhouse mattresses often housed a considerable variety of ’bugs*.
1 Ur. Smith, H of C. 372, 1866, p 15.
2 ' Ibid, p 15*
3 Ibid and Ur. Smith’s ms report on Hambledon workhouse: PRO MH12 
12378/11616/28 March 1867.
4 Ur. Smith, H of C, 372, p 6.
5 KRO BG6/ll/5» p 365 - 1 March 1845*
6 Ur. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12340/9252/12 March 1867*
7 Ur. Markham’s ms report: PRO MH12 12600/45330/5 November 1866.
8 Mr. Courtney’s ms report on the NSUS: PRO MH27/70/40960/16
August 1869.
Dr. Smith described the ticks at Dorking as being ’filthy, hard and
1
lumpy and swarming with bugs. * Their state did not improve over
the next two years as J. J. Henley commented in 1868 on their filthy
2
state and put it down to the ’gross neglect of the matron.’
Blankets and sheets, where they existed, were often in a disgraceful
condition. Dr. Smith informed *... Hambledon Guardians that their
inmates’ blankets were old, thin and completely unfit for use. At
Farnham, Dr. Powell complained that the same sheets were left on
the beds for five, six and even seven weeks at a time. The workhouse
was so short of linen that clean sheets were brought still wet
straight from the laundry and put on the infirmary beds,^ Female
patients in the sick wards had to dry themselves on their sheets
after bathing. These allegations were substantiated by W. H, T.
Hawley’s investigation in April 1866. Dr. Stallard, the Lancet
Commissioner, stated that the supply of linen was so scanty at
Walshall workhouse that the matron had difficulty in providing each
£
bed with a pair of sheets.
Dr. Smith asserted that in nearly half the London workhouses 
the mattresses were either too short or too long for their bedsteads; 
however, he noted, they were rarely provided as the inmates preferred
7
flockbeds.' His report on Forty-Eight Provincial Workhouses yielded
very much the same picture although he found a higher proportion of
feather beds;^;0ld^^oplel:atvilU.chm6ndtwereiallowed idataka^theirs
feather - beds into the • workhouse with them and when they died, the
9
feathers were added to a common stock.
1 Dr. Smith’s ms reports PRO MH12 12224/41843/25 October 1866.
2 J. J. Henley's ms report: PRO MH12 12225/49080/15 October 1868.
5 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12576/42857/25 October 1866.
4 Dr. Powell to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/7779/26 February 1866.
5 W. H. T. Hawley's ms report: PRO MH12 12276/14339/20 April 1866.
6 Dr. Stallard, op. cit,, pp 585-6.
7 Dr. Smith, H< of C. 572, 1866, p 11.
8 Dr. Smith, H of C, 4, 1867-8, p 23.
9 Dr. Markham's ms report: PRO MH12 12600/45330/5 November 1866.
The shortage of linen and the continual coming and going of 
able-bodied pauper inmates must have put great pressure on the 
workhouse laundries as must the continual soiling of bedclothes 
by the incontinent. The first reference to the purchasing of water-
-i
proof sheets appeared in the Richmond minutes for 186% Most of the 
other unions did nothing about this problem until Dr. Smith’s 
visits in the 1860s; wherever he went, he persuaded the guardians to
p
buy waterproof sheeting with attached funnels; Dorking and Guildford
3 & 4Guardians ordered this kind of sheet in 1866 and 1877 respectively.
The arrangements for washing clothes and bed linen usually 
left a great deal to be desired. Sometimes, the guardians, advised 
by their medical officers, came to realise the dangers of the 
situation for themselves without being, prompted by the central 
authority and its inspectors. In 1855* ' Kingston Guardians
asked the Poor Law Board for permission to build a separate laundry 
for the infirmary as they had reason to believe that smallpox was 
spreading to the rest of the House because the sick and healthy 
inmates* laundry was washed together. However, such improvements 
were more often the result of the district inspector's advice; for 
example, Mr. Cane pointed out to the Hambledon Guardians in 1864 
the dangers of washing ordinary linen with that emanating from the 
infirmary.6
1 KRO BG10/11/8, p 550 - 25 July 1865.
2 Dr. Smith's Report to Gathome'.Hardy: PRO MH52/67/n.r.n./5 September 1866.
5 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12224/41843/25 October 1866.
4 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12541/37646/24 September 1867.
5 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12594/6141/21 February 1855.
6 Mr Cane's ms report: PRO MH12 12576/44218/21 November 1864.
The standard of hygene maintained in the preparation of food
by the Surrey workhouse officers during this period must remain
a matter of conjecture, as none of the inspectors commented upoh
this important aspect of workhouse organisation although Dr. Smith
made a particular point of visiting the kitchens in each workhouse
•1
and tasting the food. The scarcity of soap and clean towels must 
have made the preparation of food a potential source of infection, 
particularly as it is unlikely that it was thoroughly cooked. The 
only time that Dr. Smith specifically mentioned the preparation of
food was at Godstone Union where he found the cooking systems to be
2 3inefficient; as a result steam powered apparatus was introduced.
Certainly, he had very clear ideas of what constituted a 
healthy and acceptable diet,^ Smith's guiding principle for the 
devising of dietaries was that 'the inmates in workhouses should be 
fed in a manner the most consistent with economy and the maintenance
5
of growth, health, and strength.' No doubt Chadwick and the other 
authors of the famous circular letter of 1836 would have agreed 
with these sentiments. Where they differed was in the manner in 
which they applied the principle of 'less eligibility’, Chadwick's 
letter insisted that 'on no account must the dietary of the workhouse 
be superior or equal to the ordinary mode of subsistence of the 
labouring classes of the neighbourhood lest such superior diets
£
come to be seen as an "inducement to idle and improvident habits".'
On the other hand Smith pointed out that 'workhouses are now asylums
and infirmaries, and not places where work is necessarily exacted in
return for food, clothing and shelter* and so the principle of less
7eligibility had no relevance to dietary matters.
1 Dr. Smith to Gathorne Hardy: PRO MH27 67/i.r.n./3 September 1866.
2 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12320/19686/16 May 1866.
3 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12320/37985/17 October 1867*
4 Report of Dr. Smith on the Dietaries of the Inmates of Workhouses, 
PJ?, -(XXVIIl(i?64)
5 Ibid, pp 19-25.
6 Circular letter on Dietaries, 1836 in 2 PLCs£ 1836) pp 63-66^
7 Dr. Smith, Report on Dietaries, op. cit., pp 19-25.
Charles Mott, the Assistant Commissioner responsible for the 
Surrey area for four years following the passage of the New Poor 
Law, believed that all five dietaries recommended by the Poor Law 
Commissioners were more than adequate because they exceeded the 
quantity of food that able-bodied labourers could afford: *The 
agricultural labourers are unable to procure themselves and their 
families more than an average allowance per head of 122 ozs. of food
-J
(principally bread) per week* * By contrast, he calculated that the
2
five dietaries yielded:
Allowance ozs* Allowance ozs.
per day per week
19 133
254 178
24 168
26 182
20 140
23i 164
Dietary
No. 1 
2
3
4
5
6
He went on to point out that Sir Edward Parry* s party had lived upon
3
a smaller diet during their exploration of the North Pole.
A R
Epsom and Richmond^ Unions adopted Dietary No. 1 as did
6 7 8 9Chertsey, Dorking, Kingston and Reigate Unions with slight
10local modifications while Godstone Union selected Dietary No. 3#
1 2 PLCs,(l836) pp 335-6.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid, pp 336-7.
4 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12235/3231a/17 August 1836.
5 KRO BG10/11/1, p 18 - 28 July 1836.
6 KRO BG1/11/1, p 47 - 22 March 1836.
7 KRO BG2/11/1, p 44 - 6 September 1836.
8 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12393/34702/10 September 
1852: Colonel Pigott discovered that Kingston*s dietary had 
never been sanctioned although used since 1836.
9 KRO BG9/11/1, P 73 - 7 December 1836.
10 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12315/155/1 January 1836.
1 2 Guildford Union preferred Dietary Wo. 4 as did Hambledon Union
although the latter introduced certain modifications. Famham
3
Union^ remained a law unto itself and excited Mott’s wroth by its 
•wanton generosity': here, with what the Assistant Commissioner 
called 'pot-bellied philanthropy', the guardians allowed their 
pauper inmates 66 ozs. of food per head daily and 'still they were 
not satisfied.*^
No matter what the choice of dietary, there was little real 
difference in what the adult able-bodied paupers received. The 
men were given a.breakfast consisting of six (Chertsey, Dorking,
Epsom, Hambledon, Kingston and Richmond), seven (Pamham) or eight 
(Godstone, Guildford and Reigate) ounces of bread and one and a 
half pints of gruel; as usual Famham chose to be different and 
provided two pints of porridge daily while the Hambledon -men were 
allowed either half an ounce of butter or an ounce of cheese with 
their bread instead of gruel. Supper usually consisted of the same 
quantities of bread and one and a half or two ounces of cheese; some 
unions introduced a little variety by issuing butter instead of cheese 
on two or three days a week; Famham, once again, defied the 
Commissioners and provided their men with five ounces of cheese a 
day. The nature and size of dinner accounted for the main 
differences between one dietary and another. The staple meal 
consisted of meat and potatoes: this was served at least three times 
a week, except at Epsom where it was supplied daily. Bread and 
soup, meat pudding or rice pudding, were provided on the other days 
of the week. The guardians* failure to record the nature and size 
of the vegetable allowances provided makes the valuation of the 
dietaries in modem terms difficult; that helpings of vegetables 
other than potatoes were provided is made obvious by various 
references in union minutes or their correspondence with the central
1 BG6/11/1, p 79 - 20 August 1836.
2 Hambledon Union to the PLCsPRO.MH12 12370/5781/10 July 1837•
3 2 PLCs.-(l836) p 338.
4 Ibid,
authority. When the potato crop failed in 1845, several Surrey 
Unions including Reigate informed the Poor Law Commissioners that 
they had adequate stores of potatoes and carrots, parsnips and 
turnips. These vegetables do not appear in their dietaries and 
were presumably provided in addition to the stated constituents.
The Commissioners* attempt to impose the principle of less
eligibility in dietary matters on the Surrey Unions met with
little success. For example, they complained to ■' Dorking
Guardians.about their able-bodied paupers* excessively large bread
allowance, insisting that it should not exceed that enjoyed by *the
2independent Labourers of the District.* The guardians refused to
change the allowance on the grounds that it was.the same.as Horsham
Union’s which had already been approved. When, in 1845,.they tried
to introduce a new dietary which provided a dinner of meat, potatoes
and bread on three days a week,^ the Poor Law Commissioners demanded
to know whether the labouring classes around Dorking were in the
habit of eating bread with a dinner of meat and potatoes.^ The
guardians protested that this bread allowance only constituted an
increase of three ounces per week. Nothing daunted the Poor Law
Commissioners demanded.with acerbity that their previous question 
7
be answered. Nettled, the guardians replied equally rudely that
*it was not any part of their duties to interfere with the habits
8or diet of the laboring classes.*
1 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MSI2. 12576/l3372a/22 November 1845.
2 KRO BG2/11/1, p 44 - 8 September 1836.
3 Ibid.
4 Dorking Union to PLCs: PRO MH12 1222l/7245a/l0 June 1845*
5 PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 1222l/7245a/l9 June 1845*
6 KRO BG2/11/3, P 592 - 7 August 1845.
7 KRO BG2/11/3, P 396 - 21 August 1845 and PLCs to Dorking Union:
PRO MH12 1222l/7245a/20 August 1845.
8; Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1222l/l0505a/26 August 1845*
A similar altercation broke out in 1840 when the Epsom
Guardians tried to introduce a new dietary. Assistant Commissioner
E, C, Tufnell who was convinced that the guardians pampered their
paupers, asked the Poor Law Commissioners to write to the union
asking whether *the laboring population of the Union obtain meat
every day in the week. * When the Commissioners did so, the
guardians made no reference to the question in their reply but
pointed out that their new dietary was cheaper than the Commissioners*
No. 1 Dietary which they had operated previously, as the cooking
apparatus was only used for half as much time, hot and cold meat
meals being served on alternate days. Moreover, they pointed out
that under the new dietary they would not need to employ a paid 
2
cook. Reluctantly, the Poor Law Commissioners gave way and
3
sanctioned the amended dietary.
By contrast Reigate Guardians decided to revise their dietaries
in 1851 according to *Chadwick’s famous dictum,*^ As a result they
recommended that pickled:pork and bacon be substituted for beef on
three days a week, that the men’s allowance be reduced from eighteen
ounces of meat to thirteen and the women’s from fifteen to twelve
ounces, and that the men’s supper cheese ration be cut from eight to
5
six ounces per week and the women’s from six to four ounces.
1 Signed note on the back of an amended dietary from the Epsom 
Guardians: PRO 'MH12 12237/6115a/30 May 1840.
2 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12237/9265a/l1 September 1840.
3 PLCs to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12237/9265a/l9 September 1840.
4 In their words ’That the Diet of the Pauper should as much as
possible resemble what they receive in their Cottages’:
KRO BG9/11/5. P 132 - 5 November 1851.
5 KRO BG9/11/5, pp 135-7.
It was however much more usual for boards of guardians to
increase the meat content of their dietaries than to reduce it,
Richmond Guardians increased the number of meat days per week from
1
three to four in 1854; bread and soup were served on the remaining
days. In 1855, they substituted bread and cheese for another soup
2day on the advice of their medical officer.
One of the unfortunate results of the central authority’s 
humanitarian rejection of corporal punishment v/as the practice of
x
reducing the diet of any pauper who committed a serious misdemeanour,
For example, the Chertsey Guardians reduced their able-bodied
paupers' bread and meat allowances following a riot in 1840,^ while
Robert Hall, Frederick Mundsley and James.Chandler, inmates of Epsom
workhouse, were placed on a diet of bread, potatoes and water for a
5
week for misconduct in chapel. In 1846, the Richmond Guardians
(o
substituted cocoa for gruel at breakfast and as it was so 'very
popular with the inmates', they suggested in 1850 that the Poor
Law Board grant them authority to supply 'able-bodied men and women
7
of bad character* with gruel instead as a deterrent. Fortunately,
the Poor Law Board decided that guardians were not authorized by law
to draw the 'distinction between good and bad character by giving
8gruel in the one case and cocoa in another,*
There is very little evidence that the Surrey paupers were 
ever given short measure. In fact, the union minutes contain only 
two such complaints, one at Chertsey Union and one at Godstone, neither
1 KRO BG10/11/6, p 87 - 17 August 1854.
2 KRO BG10/11/6, p 214 - 12 July 1855.
5 See p 570
4 KRO BG1/11/2, p 163 - 10 March 1840.
5 KRO BG3/11/3, p 132 - 21 January 1840.
6 Richmond Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12597/11485/8 October I846.
7 KRO BG10/11/5, p 24 - 14 November 1850.
8 KRO BG10/11/5, p 28 - 28 November 1850.
1
of which could he substantiated. On the other hand, each union’s
minutes contain a large number of complaints about the poor quality
of certain foodstuffs, John Burnett asserts that ’Boards of
Guardians ,,,,, not uncommonly accepted contracts under market price,
2caring little about the quality of the food supplied,' The first 
part of this statement could be fairly applied to most Surrey Boards 
of Guardians, but the second part would be neither fair nor just. 
Perhaps, an earnest desire to ensure that the ratepayers obtained 
full value for their money rather than altruistic anxiety about the 
state of their paupers^ health explains the assiduity with which the 
Surrey Guardians followed up each case of inferior materials or 
produce. In 1842, for example, Kingston Guardians wrote to their 
brewers complaining about the poor quality of their beer while ......
Godstone Guardians terminated their contract with a Mr. Hardy 
because his flour proved to be below standard.^- Richmond Guardians 
cautioned their local contractors for supplying flour containing 
’various insects’ and demanded its replacement with good quality
5
flour. These few examples represent a very large number of such 
complaints and provide some evidence at least that the majority of 
the foodstuffs consumed in the Surrey workhouses were of reasonable 
quality.
1 KRO BG1/11/1, p 73 - 10 May 1836 and KRO BG5/11/3, P 36 -
28 February.1836.
2 Burnett, J., Plenty and Want: A Social History of Diet in 
England from 1815 to the Present Bay (London 1966). p 114.
3 KRO BG8/11/1, p 350 - 25 May 1842.
4 KRO BG5/11/7, P 2 1 - 2  March 1849.
5 KRO BG10/11/5, p 92 - 22 May 1851.
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Although nutrition experts have created the concepts of the
'reference' man and woman as tools in the construction of ideal
diets, they recognise that these concepts have no absolute
scientific validity in the present state of our knowledge. Each
person's energy requirements, for example, will depend upon his
size and the nature and vigour of his physical activities. At
the same time it has been shown that individuals vary greatly from
each other in the amount of energy they consume in performing
exactly similar tasks. The recommended daily energy intake for
reference people is 2,700 calories for men between the ages of
18 and 35 with sedentary occupations, 3*000 for those who are
moderately active and 3*600 for those who are very active; the
o
reference woman requires between 2,200 and 2,300 calories. By 
modem standards, the adult paupers in Surrey workhouses received 
insufficient quantities of energy food. In 1836, the calorific 
value of the Surrey able-bodied men's diets ranged from a low of 
1,632 at Richmond workhouse to a high of 2,825 at Farnham; women's 
diets varied in value between 1,466 calories at Hambledon to 2,061 
at Famham. In spite of numerous changes in the Surrey dietaries 
during the period 1836 to.1871, there was only a slight improvement 
in these values. However, it has been proved that the human body 
is capable of adapting itself to a less than ideal diet and maintain­
ing its physical functions at an efficient level,^ Occasionally, 
guardians recognised that able-bodied paupers engaged in heavy 
work required more,than the ordinary allowance of food; in 1841 
Kingston Guardians, for example, voted their field workers an extra 
five ounces of bread, two ounces of cheese and a pint of beer daily.
1 Byke* M,, Success in Nutrition (London 1975)* P 85*
2 Ibid, p 85*
3 See Table XV.
4 Fyke, M., op. cit., p 79.
5 KRO BG8/11/1, p 202 - 18 March 1841.
"1
Eats provide a concentrated source of energy, fatty acids^and
serve as a vehicle for fat soluble vitamins (vitamins A, D, E and K).
The British Medical Association’s Committee on Nutrition admitted 
2
in 1950 that it is not possible, at the present moment, to 
calculate accurately the minimum acceptable daily intake of fats 
although there is ’ample support for the opinion that fat should 
provide at least 25 per cent of the calorie value of the diet*.
The Surrey workhouse dietaries should have been satisfactory from 
this point of view containing as they did foods like butter 
(containing 24.2 gm. of fat per oz.), cheese (9.8 gm.) and beef 
(7*9) which are rich in fats.
The United Kingdom Department of Health and Social Security 
recommended in 1969 that, in general, ah adult’s diet should 
contain at least 10 per cent protein.^- However, the actual amount 
of protein needed each day to maintain good health cannot be stated 
as a definite figure for any individual as the amino-acid pattern of 
foodstuffs varies from day to day as indeed does the nature of the 
pool of amino-acids in an individual’s body. It is thought that 
women need from 38 to 109 gm. daily and men from 46 to 146 gm. 
daily. Once again, the Surrey dietaries provided adequate quantities 
of protein thanks to rich protein bearing foodstuffs like cheese 
(7*2 gm. per oz.), bread (2.3 gm.) and beef (4.8 gm.).
Adequate supplies of calcium were available for most adults
with the possible exception of pregnant women from the hard drinking
5water of the London area, dairy products and vegetables. Iron, an 
essential nutrient for satisfactory blood health, was present in 
moderate quantities in the dietaries* beef (1.1 mg. per oz.), bread
1 lyke, M., op. cit., p 37.
2 The Report of the British Medical Association on Nutrition
(London 1950)t P H*
3 All values per oz. are taken from The Manual of Nutrition 
(HMSO, London), 1966.
4 Quoted in Pyke* M., op. cit., p 63#
5 Ibid, p H  3.
(0.8 mg.) and potato (0.2 mg.) allowances. Healthy men require 
about 10 mg. per day, women 12 mg. and pregnant women and nursing 
mothers about 15 mg. per day.^
Vitamin A, required for healthy skin growth and efficient
night vision, was provided by butter (990 iu. per oz.), cheese
(400 iu.) and vegetables. Men and women require, it is believed,
2about 750 iu. daily. It is not known whether or not adults need
3
Vitamin D in their diets and possibly no more than 2.5 iu. are
required by healthy men and women although pregnant and lactating
women need as much as 10.0 iu. per day. However, the workhouse diets
supplied adequate quantities in foods like cheese (4 iu. per oz.)
and butter (11 iu.). The B Vitamins were also furnished in sufficient
amounts. Men need between 1.1 and 1.4 mg. of Thiamine p;d, and women
between 0.9 and 1.0 mg.; bread provides 0.06 mg. Thiamine per ounce
and beef 0.02. Ribroflavin needs were satisfied by the presence of
cheese (0.14 mg. per oz.), beef (0.06) and bread (0.02) as adult
men require 1.7 mg. daily and adult women between 1.3 and 1,8 mg,
p.d.^ Niacine requirements were satisfied by meals containing meat
1.4 mg. per oz. in beef) and bread (0.7) as men need about 18 and
5
women between 15 and 21 mg. a day. Adults require about 30 mg. of
6ascorbic acid a day; whether or not the workhouse dietaries were 
satisfactory from this point of view depended upon the nature of 
the largely unrecorded vegetable allowances; cabbage (17 mg. per oz.) 
and turnip (7 mg.) are particularly rich in ascorbic acid while 
potatoes yield between 2 and 9 mg. per ounce. Unfortunately, up to 
50 per cent of Vitamin C is lost during cooking so that for once 
the much maligned workhouse undercooking may have been a positive 
advantage.
1 Ibid, p 120.
2 Ibid, pp 129-31•
3 Ibid, p 135.
4 Ityke, M., op. cit., pp 143-8.
5 Ibid, pp.148-51.
6 Pyke, M., op. cit., pp 12>2-4>
Whatever the deficiencies of workhouse dietaries - and these 
were probably great for pregnant and lactating women - they 
contained all the ingredients that modern dieticians regard as 
essential albeit in slightly smaller quantities than they would 
recommend today. M. E, Hose claims that the dietaries in the West 
Riding workhouses in general equalled or excelled in quality the 
most generous sample diets published by the Poor Law Commission. He 
believes that the Yorkshire paupers fed far better than their counter­
parts in the south of England where, he maintains, bread and cheese 
formed the staple fare with meat on one day a week and bacon on
•i
another. This was certainly not the situation in Surrey except in
the case of Godstone Union which maintained such a diet until 1849
when the workhouse medical officer became worried about the inmates*
lack of strength and designed a much more satisfying diet of meat (1),
suet pudding (2), meat pudding (1) and meat soup (2) dinners - all
accompanied by generous helpings of vegetables - only one bread and
2
cheese dinner remained. Of the other Surrey Unions, Chertsey, 
Dorking, Earnham, Kingston, Reigate and Richmond provided three meat 
dinners a week; Guildford one meat and two meat.pudding dinners; 
and Epsom meat dinners every day of the week. By comparison with 
the majority of paupers in southern England Surrey*s inmates were 
particularly well off.
These local and regional differences are easily explained: the
Commissioners did not demand national uniformity of diet as long as
no workhouse dietary exceeded in quantity and quality the food
3enjoyed by independent labourers in the area. However, few Surrey 
Boards of Guardians constructed their workhouse dietaries with this 
as their main object. It is difficult to compare workhouse dietaries 
with those of the independent labourers outside. However, in 1843,
1 Rose, M. E., *Poor Law Administration in the West Riding of
Yorkshire, 1820-1855*, (D. Phil. Oxford 1965), P 246.
2 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12316/9287/23 March 1849.
5 1 PLCs (1835), App A, No. 9, Workhouse Rules, No. 19.
the Rector of Bexwell in Norfolk declared, ’The best and most careful 
labourers have bacon, or other meat, twice or perhaps three times a 
week; but I have no hesitation in saying that no independent labourer
-j
can obtain the diet which is given in the Union workhouse,1 
According to Dr, Edward Smith, the situation was much the same in 
1863-4* In nearly two-thirds of the counties of England and Wales, 
adults ate between eleven and thirteen pounds of bread a week with 
small quantities of bacon, salt pork, vegetables and cheese for 
dinner.
Even the poor themselves confirmed the superiority of workhouse
fare. According to a Somerset labourer, his daily diet was
•potatoes for breakfast, dinner and supper, and potatoes only* and
3
the workhouse diet was ’better by half,Charles Astridge of 
Midhurst testified, *We mostly lived on bread, but ’twasn’t bread 
like *ee get now; *twas that heavy and doughy *ee could pull strings 
of it out of your mouth. They called it "growy bread",
According to E, J., Hobsbaum, the amount of bread in the 
labourer’s diet was declining as was his consumption of meat during
5
the first half of the nineteenth century, while A. J. Taylor believes 
that ’bread and potatoes were the staple items in the diet of every 
working class family,*
On the evidence of the poor themselves, the Poor Law Inspectors 
and modem historians, the inmates of the Surrey workhouses enjoyed 
much better diets than their contemporaries in other counties.
1 Reports of the Special Assistant Poor Law Commissioners on the 
Employment of Women and Children in Agriculture, PP 1843* XII,
p 242,
2 Sixth Report of the Medical Officer of the Privy Council, PP 1864* 
XXVIII, p 245*
3 Somerville, A., The Whistler at the Plough (London 1852), p 135*
4 Quoted in Unwin, Pisher T,, The Hungry Forties: Life Under the 
Bread Tax (London 1904)* PP 28-9*
5 Hobsbaum, E, J,, ’The British Standard of Living, 1790-1850’, 
Ec,H,R,, Second Series, X (1957)* PP 46-68,
6 Taylor, A. J,, ’Progress and Poverty in Britain, 1700-1850: A 
Reappraisal’, History, XLV (i960) reprinted in Essays in 
Economic History (London 1962), pp 380-93*
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Diet had a major influence on the health and development of 
Surrey’s pauper children. The dietaries were designed to keep them 
fit and healthy without creating ’tastes which cannot be gratified
*j
in after life.* There was certainly little likelihood of this
happening in the Surrey schools whose diets even Dr. Smith admitted
2
to be ’boring’. For the two to five year olds there was a breakfast 
usually consisting of four ounces of bread and sometimes a little 
butter with half a pint of some kind of milky drink: usually milk 
and water or gruel, broth, milk and oatmeal (Godstone Union) or even 
cocoa (North Surrey District School). A variety of dinners was 
provided including meat and potatoes at least twice a week, sometimes 
more often (four times a week at Kingston and five times at Epsom); 
suet pudding once or twice a week; rice or meat pudding; and a 
number of soup and bread days. Supper was normally a repetition of 
breakfast.
The dietaries of the five to nine year olds followed an almost 
identical pattern with slightly larger allowances. The nine to 
twelve year olds and the thirteen to sixteen year olds usually 
received the same meals as the adult women. One of the major problems 
in assessing the adequacy of these diets is their vagueness and their 
concentration upon the weight of food provided rather than its 
quality. That the sheer quantity was barely adequate seems to be 
borne out by the experience of the Farnham District School where an 
investigation was carried out in 1853 to discover why so many 
children were absconding. On checking the weight of the children’s 
food, the managers discovered that it was eight ounces below the 
prescribed level. Superintendent Henning had no excuse to offer 
and had to resign.^-
1 Dr. Edward Smith, Report on Workhouse Dietaries: PP XXXY, no.
3660, 1966, p 51•
2 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12147/18774/14 May 1867.
3 FDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/68/1315/9 January 1853.
4 FDS; to the PLB: PRO MH27/68/7159/4 March 1853.
TABLE XVIII: The Weekly Calorific Value of the 
Surrey Dietaries in the 1850s for Children
N.S.D.S.
F.D.S.
CHERTSEY
DORKING
EPSOM
GODSTONE
GUILDFORD
HAMBLEDON
KINGSTON
REIGATE
RICHMOND
2-5s 5-9s 9-16
02
S
si=>
a
Wo02
EHOH«
EH02H
P
1332.5 
1153.9s
782.1
990.5
1256.8
1203.2
1400.5 
1171.7 
1296.0 
1333.1
1232.5 
1153.9
1273.2
1403.3
1373.6
1771.2 
1320.1 
1467.8 
1687.0
1324.3
2017.6 
1789.2
1859.1
1764.4
1474.1
1633.4
1706.1 
1467.8
1624.6
1610.4
1472.1
Recommended
Intake
1400-
1600
1800-
2100
2300-
3000
The question remains how successful were these dietaries in
providing the children with the nutrients they required for healthy
growth and active life. According to the Department of Health and
Social Security, children between two and five need food yielding
between 1,400 and 1,800 calories per day, six to nine year olds,
1,600 to 2,100 and ten to sixteen year olds, 2,300 to 2,800. The
Surrey diets provided their two to five year olds with something
between a low of 782 calories at Chertsey and a high of 1,335
2
calories at Reigate, its six to nine year olds something between
a low of 1,275 calories at Chertsey to a high of 1,687 at Kingston,
and its ten to sixteen year olds with something between a low of
1,466 calories at Hambledon to a high of 2,017 at the North Surrey
District School. As one would expect, the levels are appreciatively
lower than modem dieticians would recommend but not disastrously
so when one remembers that the children were often given extra
vegetables and even fruit which did not appear on the dietaries,
and that their basal metabolic rate was probably lower than that
3
of similar children today. It has been suggested that if a person 
lacks energy foods over a long period, his lean body mass wastes 
away and he comes to require less food to keep his body going in 
its reduced state.^ Certainly, there is no evidence that workhouse 
children were markedly lacking in energy and;stamina.
In a palatable diet, fats contribute about 20 per cent of the
5
energy value. If the Guildford dietaries are taken to be represent­
ative of all those in Surrey, this requirement was met:-
1 Pyke M., Success in Nutrition (London 1975)9 P 84.
2 See Table XVIII.
3 Similar in size, weight, etc.
4 !Ryke M., op. cit., p 79.
5 Ibid, p 48.
TABLE XIX s An Analysis of the Nutrients in the Guildford
Childrens Dietaries (daily "intake)
INGREDIENTS
OP DIETARIES 2-5 yrs. 5-9 yrs. 9-16 yrs.
Proteins 42*9 gms* 48-8 gms. 69*3 gms.
Fats 57*5 gms. 61.9 gms. 86.8 gms.
Calcium 213*7 mgs. 223*4 mgs. 473*5 mgs.
Thiamine 0.87 mgs. 0.84 mgs. 1.2 mgs.
Ribloflavin 1.17 mgs. 1.24 mgs. 0.85 mgs.
Niacin 11.0 mgs. 12.8 mgs. 12.5 mgs.
Iron 10.18 mgs. 11.82 mgs. 23*31 mgs.
Vitamin A 247*5 p'g 247*5 |Ag 660 ^ g
Vitamin C 29mgs* 30 mgs* 25*9 mgs*
Age
Range
T o ta l C a lo rie  
Value o f D ie t
E at
C o n trib u tio n
Percentage o f 
Eat C o n trib u tio n
2-5 1400.5 517.5 37.0
5-9
9-16
1520.1
1719.4
557.1
782.1
36.4
45 .5
This q u a n tity  o f fa ts  should have ensured th a t the ch ild ren  had not 
only s u ffic ie n t reserves o f energy generating  m ateria ls  stored ready  
to  meet the demands o f long periods o f sustained physical e f fo r t  but 
also  s u ffic ie n t in s u la tin g  fa t  to  cope w ith  cold conditions.
Adequate p rovis ion  o f p ro te in  foods is  p a r tic u la r ly  im portant i f  
ch ild ren  are to  achieve th e ir  f u l l  genotypic p o te n tia lity  and rep lace  
worn out tis s u e . Moreover, prolonged d e fic ie n cy  stunts growth. I t  
is  estim ated th a t one to  s ix  year olds req u ire  25 to  50 gm of p ro te in  
d a ily ; seven to  nine year o lds, 35 to  60; ten  to  tw elve year o ld s ,
-j
54 to  70? and tw elve to  s ix teen  year o ld s , 60 to  100. The G u ild fo rd  
d ie ta rie s  y ie ld ed  an average o f 43 gm fo r  the f i r s t  category, 49 gm 
fo r  the second and ju s t over 69 fo r  the th ird . Once again , these 
fig u re s  show th a t the younger c h ild re n ’ s d ie ts  were adequate and those 
fo r  the o ld er c h ild ren  less so. N evertheless, the workhouse c h ild re n  
probably enjoyed a d ie t much ric h e r in  p ro teins than many o f th e ir  
contem poraries; i t  was not fo r  nothing th a t the superintendent o f 
the North Surrey D is tr ic t  School was ab le to  boast th a t h is  pup ils  
were as t a l l  and strong a t nine years o f age as th irte e n  year old: 
boys liv in g  in  London.
1 £ Ib id , p 64.
2 See Table X IX , p 167
3 S ta lla rd  J. H ,, Pauperism. C h arity  and Poor Laws (London 1865)* P 25.
Adequate supplies of mineral salts were essential for health,
and sufficient quantities of sodium and potassium would have been
present in the children's meat and potatoes. Phosphorus, another
2
essential mineral, is present in all natural foodstuffs. However, 
the dietaries may have been deficient in calcium, which is necessary 
for healthy bone growth, due to the small quantities of milk 
provided. This deficiency was made good by Hr. Edward Smith during the 
time he was district inspector for Surrey (1866-9). He declared the 
Chertsey children's allowance, which was normal for the Surrey Unions, 
inadequate and insisted on the children being given undiluted milk 
instead of milk and water.' As milk was an expensive commodity, the 
local authorities sometimes resisted: the Managers of the Earriham 
Bistrict School, for instance, refused to increase their two to five 
year olds* daily milk allowance from a half to a whole pint.^
Moreover, unknowingly most unions deprived their young children of 
their potentially richest source of calcium, by excluding cheese from 
their dietaries. Children of one to nine years need 500 mg of calcium
5
p.d., those of nine to fifteen 700 mg p.d./ An analysis of the 
Guildford diets suggests that the younger children were getting less 
than half the calcium they needed: 214 and 223 mg P.d. instead of 500. 
The older children's diet only yielded 475 mg p.d. instead of the 
estimated requirement of 700. To complicate matters further the 
successful intake of calcium is dependent upon the presence in the 
body of Vitamin B, which is mainly obtained from fish, fish oils and 
dairy produce. Children of two to five require 10 u g  per day and 
those of six to sixteen, 2.5 p.g per day. None of the Surrey diets 
included fish and as cod liver oil was expensive its use was restricted 
to the treatment of the sick. The much needed Vitamin B could have
1 See Table XIX, p 167
2 Yyke M., op. cit., p 113.
3 Br. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12146/18774/14 May 1867; recommend­
ations implemented: KRO BGl/ll/9» p 113 - 17 September 1867.
4 Change in dietary ordered: PRO MH27/71/22433/20 June 1868; advice 
rejected: 40034/10 August 1868; PLB insisted: 13830/11 March 1869.
5 Pyke M., op. cit., p 111.
6 Ibid, p 136.
been obtained by irradiation of the skin by the ultraviolet rays of
the sun. Even in this respect, workhouse children were badly off
because they spent most of their time in school and when they were
allowed to play outside the demands of contemporary society required
that their bodies be covered up as far as possible, thus effectively
reducing the area of skin in contact with sunlight. Dr. Smith
commented on the unhealthy pallor of the children in the Epsom
Union schools in 1866 and suggested that they be regularly taken
out for walks. In spite of all these unfortunate restrictions,
there is no record of any workhouse child suffering from rickets
throughout the period from 1836 to 1871 • It may be that they were
protected by the large quantities of calcium present in the drinking
2water of the Surrey area.
Adequate supplies of iron are necessary if the body is to 
manufacture sufficient quantities of haemoglobin and myoglobin.
Young children require between 6 and 15 mg a day. In this respect 
at least, the Surrey diets seem to have been more than adequate by 
modem standards: Guildford's two to five year old's diet yielded 
10 mg p.d., the five to nine^ 12 and the nine to 16^23.^ Most 
of this was provided by their bread allowance (0.8 mg per oz.).
As a result the children should not have suffered from anaemia.
The Surrey dietaries seem to have been deficient in Vitamin A,
It is recommended that young people have a daily intake of between
5
450 and 400 ug retinol; while the two Guildford dietaries for the
1 g
younger children provide only 247* However, this apparent deficiency 
was probably made good by extra allowances of vegetables.
1 Dr. E. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12242/41449/17 October 1866.
2 75 mg per head of the population according to Pyke M,, op. cit.,
p 112.
3 Ibid, p 120.
4 See Table XIX, p 167
5 Pyke M., op. cit., p 131*
6 See Table XIX, p \ 67
The relatively small quantities of thiamine required by young
-j
children, between 0.3 and 1,1 mgs p,d,, should have been present
in their daily intake of bread (0,06 mg per oz,) and milk (0.01 mg
per oz,), Ribloflavin which is also essential for successful
respiration would have been supplied by their meat and cheese
allowances. It has been calculated that children require between
2
0.4 and 1,4 mg p.d.; if this is true the needs of the younger
children were more .than, met while the ribloflavin content of the
3older children’s diet was adequate. The niacin requirements of 
children were barely satisfied by the Surrey diets: up to nine years 
of age children need between 5 and 11 mg daily, the Guildford diet 
yielded 11; nine to sixteen year olds need between 14 and 19»^ ihe 
Guildford diets furnished just over 12.
Finally, children need about 30 mg of Vitamin C dailyf  An 
analysis of the Surrey diets show that their Vitamin C content was 
low although much depends upon what kind of vegetables the children 
were given and how long they had been cooked. Cabbage (17 mg per oz.) 
and turnip (7 mg per oz.) are rich in this vitamin and were certainly
7
stored and eaten in the Surrey workhouses but are not mentioned in 
the dietaries.
On the whole, the main criticism of the Surrey dietaries seems 
to be their boring nature and their limited range of ingredients. The 
central authority spent much of its time trying to persuade boards 
of guardians to improve the children’s dietaries especially as far 
as the provision of milk was concerned, and yet it reacted strongly
1 Pyke M., op. cit., p 144.
2 Ibid, p 147.
3 See Table XIX, p 167
4 lyke M., op. cit., p 150.
5 See Table XIX, p ) 67
6 Ryke M., op. cit., p 158.
7 See Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12376/13372a/22 November
1845.
to what it considered to he over-generous provision, Mr, Cane 
complained to the Poor Law Board that Hambledon's workhouse children
-j
were provided with so much food that they could not finish it.
However when the Poor Law Board enquired about this, the guardians
replied that the .visiting committee had studied Mr, Cane's comments
hut could not agree with his findings; in their opinion, 'the
allowance is at present so limited that we cannot advise any 
2
diminution,' The Poor Law Board criticised Godstone Union's 9-16
x
dietary as it provided the children with cooked meat every day.
Dr. Smith suggested that they substitute hread and cheese or suet 
pudding with treacle for one of the meals, hut the guardians insisted 
that the children needed meat dinners every day.^
A similar struggle took place between the Managers of the
Pamham District School and the central authority. Y/hen the Poor
Law Board criticised the meagre allowances contained in the dietary
for the twelve to sixteen year olds in 1866 the managers replied
that they were quite adequate as the children were working out in
£
the fields for three days every week. However, when the managers
revised the dietaries in 1868 and provided the children with a
larger supper, the Poor Law Board wanted to know 'whether it is
customary for the laboring classes in the district to have
7
daily hread and cheese at supper.* When the clerk to the managers
Q
hazarded a guess that they had to make do with hread, the hoard
1 Mr. Cane's ms report: PRO MH12 12376/44218/21 November 1864*
2 KRO BG7/11/5* P 348 - 5 December 1864.
3 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 1232l/20752a/6 May I869.
4 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12321/26494/25 May 1869.
5 The PLB to the PDS: PRO MH27/70/48742/18 December 1862.
6 The PDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/70/6092/17 February 1863.
7 The PLB to the PDS: PRO MH27/71/22433/20 June 1868.
8 The PDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/71/31424/29 June 1868.
suggested that it was a bad principle to exceed the local labourers* 
diet, a classic formula but one which hardly applied to children*
p
The managers remained unmoved and the Poor Law Board had to accept
3
the new dietaries unchanged.
Although it is difficult to establish very satisfactory 
comparisons between the workhouse childrens* diets and those of 
poor children outside, it seems likely that the former were far 
better than the latter. Dr. Edward Smith claimed in 1863 that 
independent labourers* children ate meat at most once a week.^ The 
worst off, he continued, might have had only dry bread to eat on at 
least two days a week and there was little or no milk available0for
5
infants. Indeed, Thomas Hore, a barrister and political reformer,
kept a cow on his small estate at Hook near Surbiton to supply the
6local villagers with milk. Like Surrey’s adult paupers, the 
children enjoyed a much better diet than their peers outside the 
workhouse.
Overcrowding and poor ventilation were two of the workhouses*
7
most frequently mentioned health hazards. C. P. Villiers asked 
a committee of experts to advise him on the amount of space each
Q
class of inmate should be allowed and was informed that a minimum 
of 300 cubic feet of space was required by each healthy person in a
1 The PLB to the FDSs PRO MH27/71/31424/23 July 1868.
2 The PBS to the PLB: PRO MH27/71/40034/10 August 1868.
3 The PLB to the PBS: PRO MH27/71/17 September 1868.
4 Sixth Report of the Medical Officer of the Privy Council: PP
XXVIII, 1864, P 245.
5 Ibid, p 249.
6 Horn P., Labouring Life in the Victorian Countryside (Bublin
1976) , p l % F .
7 C. P. Villiers (1802-1898): President of the Poor law Board 
(1859-60).
8 MaoKay T., History of the English Poor Law (London 1896), III, 
P 490.
dormitory, $00 by infirm people who were allowed to leave the ward 
during the day, 850 by surgical cases, 1,200 by *foul* and lying-in 
cases, and 2,000 by fever sufferers. Eventually these recommendations
-j
were incorporated in a circular of 1868. As hr. Hart commented 
in 1861, *Public opinion will not tolerate that the sick convict 
shall have less than 1,000 cubic feet of air, and the sick soldier
2
1,200, while the sick pauper is limited from 350 to 500 feet of air.*
The implementation of these regulations precipitated a series of
accommodation crises in most Surrey workhouses as they were no
longer able to accept anything like the number of paupers originally
agreed to by the Assistant Commissioners and Inspectors. In 1855#
Colonel Pigott complained that each Guildford infirmary patient was
allocated less than 500 cubic feet of air. As a result, the infirmary
was enlarged until it could contain 98 patients within the regulation
spatial allowance.^ In 1857 Mr. Austen, the Metropolitan Poor Law
Inspector, proved that the North Surrey District School was grossly 
5
overcrowded^ as the following table shows:
1 Circular of 15 June, 1868 in 21 PLB (1868-9) pp 48-9#
2 E. Hart, Metropolitan Infirmaries for the Pauper Sick.Fortnightly 
Review, Vol. IV (1861), p 461.
3 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12338/46878/8 December 1855#
4 G. Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12338/12338/5 December 1857*
5 Mr. Austen*s ms report: PRO MH27/51/42223/18 November 1853*
TABLE XX: Overcrowding in the North Surrey 
District School in 1853
Wards
Capacity, allowing 
each child 500 
cubic feet
Actual number of 
children sleeping 
in ward
Boys
No. 3
5
6
41
36
48
66
44
58
Girls
45
39
48
42
Infants
1 37 59
2 44 58
3 49 56
Total 339 431
The Poor Law Board called on the school*s managers to relieve the 
congestion immediately as serious epidemic disease was sweeping
-i
through the area; as a result the managers returned 39 Boys and
2
22 infants to their union workhouses. On his next visit, Austen
x
noted that the problem had been solved for the time being.
Ventilation was even more important than the provision of 
the correct amount of space. Dr. Smith declared that most Surrey 
workhouses were deficient in this respect even though some boards 
of guardians had made great efforts to improve their workhouse’s 
ventilation before his appointment. The Guildford Visiting Committee, 
for instance, complained in 1848 about the poor ventilation of the 
House at night alleging that the pauper inmates refused to keep the 
windows open.^ Much was done to improve the situation during the 
next few years. Epsom Guardians found the ventilation of their
schools unacceptable in 1849 and immediately instituted the necessary 
improvements. However, it was not until the 1860s that the 
inspectors really started to bring strong pressure to bear on the 
boards of guardians to set windows into their infirmary walls, 
preferably on at least two sides, and to make sure that all windows 
and fanlights into interior spaces could be opened and used as 
ventilators. Air-bricks and perforated zinc sheets were Dr. Smith’s 
favourite means of improving air circulation. However, not all the 
Surrey Boards of (guardians were prepared to admit that the ventilation 
of their workhouse needed improvement, When Mr, Cane criticised the 
lack of ventilation at Chertsey workhouse, the guardians replied that
1 PLB to the USDS: PRO MH27/51/42223/18 November 1853.
2 The NSDS to the PLB: PRO MH27/51/42223/23 November 1853.
3 Mr, Austen’s ms report: PRO MH27/51/44660/2 December 1853.
4 KRO BG6/11/7, p 170 - 15 April 1848.
5 KRO BG3/11/6, p 345 - 17 January 1849.
6 Dr. Smith to Gathome Hardy, op. cit.
no improvements were required as they were blessed with pure country 
1
air. However, they capitulated before the informed determination
2 ' 3  A Sof Hr. Smith as did the guardians of Dorking, Epsom, Gods tone,
6 7Hambledon and Kingston. On the other hand, Hr. Smith declared 
that with the exception of the old men’s ward Guildford workhouse
Q
was well ventilated. Reigate workhouse was also much better
ventilated than the average institution although Hr. Smith still
showed the master a number of places where he wanted air bricks
9and perforated zinc sheets fitted.
Hr. Markham reported that Richmond workhouse was badly lit
and ventilated and recommended the installation of windows into
10blank walls as well as the use of airbricks and zinc sheeting.
After studying the London workhouses, Hr. Smith decided that the
circulation of air was ’almost everywhere defective from the
absence of efficient means of ventilation and the almost universal
habit of covering ..... ventilators. The first cause is almost,
11and the second quite universal.* Moreover, he asserted that
•during the night at all seasons, and during a large part of the
day in cold and wet weather, the windows cannot be opened with 
12propriety.*
1 KRO BG1/11/8, p 272 - 5 December 1869.
2 Hr. Smith*s ms report PRO MH12 12151/39901/16 October 1866.
3 Hr. Smith’s ms report PRO MH12 12224/41843/25 October 1866.
4 Hr. Smith*s ms report PRO MH12 12242/41449/17 October 1866.
5 Hr. Smith’s ms report PRO MH12 12320/43715/16 October 1866.
6 Hr. Smith’s ms report PRO MH12 12376/42857/25 October 1866.
7 Hr. Smith’s ms report PRO MH12 12400/3942/14 January 1867.
8 Hr, Smith’s ms report PRO MH12 12341/36746/24 September 1867.
9 Hr. Smith’s ms report PRO MH12 12582/41842/26 October 1866.
10 Hr. Markham •s ms report: PRO MH12 1256o:/45330/5 November 1866
11 H of C, 372 f 1866, p 20.
12 Ibid, p 53.
The heating arrangements in the Surrey workhouses were often 
inadequate: many inmates especially children suffered from
'I
chilblains and mild forms of frostbite were not unknown. For
example, W. H. T. Hawley informed the Poor Law Board in 1832 that
the Farnham District School’s buildings were so cold that most of
the children were suffering from chilblains and that the feet of
2one unfortunate child had become gangrenous as a result. Open
fires were,usually the only source of heat; the day rooms, dormitories
and infirmary wards usually had only one fire each so that;the
3
paupers were forced to huddle around the flames to keep warm. As
fire-guards were .rarely provided, there was always the risk that
hyoung children would fall in and be badly burnt. It is hardly
surprising that workhouses were prone to fires: J. J. Henley
complained'to the Poor Law Board in 1869 that there had been two
serious fires in Reigate workhouse during "the previous six months
5due to faulty arrangements.
Frequently, the deleterious effect of unsatisfactory heating 
arrangements was aggravated by the inadequacy of workhouse clothing. 
Although the adult inmates were usually able to cope with severe 
cold, pauper children did so with difficulty. At Epsom and Guildford 
Unions, "the boys wore ’Striped Shirts and Worsted Stockings, Fustian 
Jackets, Waistcoats and Trowsers, Shoes, and Hats or Caps* while
the girls were arrayediin ’Blue striped Frocks .... .with the usual
Stays, Under Garments, Stockings, Shoes and Bonnets.’^  Very similar
1 KRO BG7/11A, P ^  - 20 October 1861.
2 W. H. T. Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH27/68/7081/1 March 1832.
3 Dr. Powell to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/60/31 December 1863;
Kingston Guardians insisted in 1863 that only one fire was 
needed at the .end of.each ward (Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO 
MH12 12398/3518/29 September 1863).
k Dr. Powell to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/61/31 December 1863.
3 J. J. Henley’s ms report to the PLB: PRO MH12 12583/18713/
13 April 1869.
6 KRO BG3/11/2, pp 189-90 - 19 December 1838; this Epsom clothing 
was declared to be the same as and modelled on Guildford’s.
clothes adorned with the 'Union Button* were ordered for the
Kingston children* The mam objection to these clothes apart
from their institutional style was their unsuitability for cold
2weather, ; Kingston Guardians recognised this in I845 and
resolved that the children's clothes should be made of warmer
materials in future. However, no such improvements were made at
most of the Surrey workhouses until Dr, Smith started exerting
pressure on the guardians in the 1860s, At Guildford, for example,
x
he decided the girls* dresses were too flimsy^ while the Poor Law
Board was moved by his comments on the Hambledon Union children's
clothes to order the guardians to provide the girls with thicker
dresses and stockings for the winter,^ Such luxuries as handkerchiefs
and nightdresses were rarely provided: Thomas Lewin, an ex-officio
guardian of Lewisham Union, complained in 1857 that the boys and
girls in the North Surrey District School's infirmary were naked,
that none of the girls in the school were allowed nightdresses and
5
that none of the children had handkerchiefs. When H. B, Pamall
investigated these charges, he found the children in the infirmary
clothed and the rest of the pupils equipped with nightclothes and
handkerchiefs, but the matron admitted on being questioned that
£
these were recent innovations. Such deficiencies were by no means
unusual, A writer in 1842 demanded that boards of guardians get
their sense of priorities right and equip their pauper girls with
7warm clothes instead of 'stays,*
1 KRO BG8/11/1, p 22 - 6 November 1859.
2 KRO BG8/11/2, p 307 - 28 October 1845.
3 Dr. Smith's ms report on Guildford workhouse to the PLB: PRO
MH12 12341/9252/12 March 1867.
4 Dr, Smith's ms report on Hambledon workhouse to the PLB: PRO 
MH12 12378/11616/28 March 1867.
5 T,. Lewin to the PLB: PRO MH27/51/12472/16 April 1857.
6 H. B. Pamall's ms report: PRO MH27/51/17451/18 May 1857.
7 8 PLCs(1842) App.132, pp 116-117.
The conditions in workhouse infirmaries were often spartan in
the extreme. Prances Cobbe wrote in 1861 that 'the same rough
beds ..... which are allotted to the rude able-bodied paupers, are
equally given to the poor emaciated bed-ridden patient whose frame
is probably sore all over, and whose aching head must remain, for
want of pillows, in a nearly horizontal position for months
together. Hardly in any workhouse is there a chair on which the
sufferers from asthma or dropsy, or those fading away slowly in
decline, could relieve themselves by sitting for a few hours,
instead of on the edges of their beds, gasping and fainting from 
.1weariness.*
This vivid description seems.to match the conditions found by
Dr. Edward Smith on his first visits to the Surrey workhouse
infirmaries. His influence quickly made itself felt in this area
as in so many others. On his advice v Chertsey Guardians ordered
2
twenty-four armchairs for their sick paupers' day rooms in 1867 $
3 4 5similar provision was made at Dorking, Epsom, Godstone^ and
6Hambledon. At Reigate Dr. Smith asked the guardians to provide
7
their old people with rocking as well as easy chairs. Prior to
this period, the Surrey workhouses like London's were furnished with
a few 'Windsor chairs' and 'narrow benches without backs or 
8cushions. * Smith also persuaded many Surrey Boards of (xuardians to
9invest in water beds to ease the lot of the bedridden.
1 Cobbe P., 'Workhouse Sketches', Macmillan's Magazine. Ill (1861), 
P 461.
2 KRO BG1/11/9, p 142 - 19 November 1867.
3 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12224/41843/25 October 1866.
4 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12242/19726/17 May 1867.
3 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12320/19686/16 May 1867.
6 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12378/36563/24 September 1867*
7 Dr. Smith's ms report: PRO MH12 12582/41842/26 October 1866.
8 H of C, 372, 1866, pp 17-18.
9 KRO BG6/11/16, p 182 - 5 October 1867.
Under his direction, a great deal was done to humanise the 
atmosphere of the Surrey workhouse infirmaries: lockers and 
cupboards were made available so that the paupers had somewhere 
to keep their prized personal possessions.
The Lahcet Commissioners commented scathingly that there was
*a special air of bescubbedness, rather a powerful odour of soap
and water, about the wards of the (London) workhouse infirmaries.*^
It is likely that the Surrey workhouse infirmaries also gave off a
superficial aura of cleanliness. The task of keeping the workhouses
and infirmaries clean was made very difficult by the constant
passage of heavily booted people backwards and forwards across the
yards and airing grounds which were often dirty and wet. The
prevention of the introduction of dirt and possible infection into
x
workhouses was another of Dr. Smith*s main concerns. Both at
Chertsey and at Godstone Smith succeeded in persuading the guardians
to resurface the yards in the interests of safety and better health,^
However, he was not so successful at Dorking where the yards were
edged with dangerously sharp stones and covered with pools of water 
5
and piles of dirt. In spite of his pleas Inspector J, J, Henley 
found on his visit to the workhouse in 1869 that nothing had been 
done to improve the situation.
1 For example, at Dorking: PRO MH12 12225/35923/19 September 1867*
2 The Report of the Lancet Commission on the state of the workhouse
infirmaries in London, 1866, p 22.
3 Dr. Smith*s ms report to Hardy Gathome, PRO MH27/67/3 September
1866.
4 Dr, Smith*s ms report: PRO MH12 12151/39901/16 October 1866 and 
KRO BG1/11/9, p 47 - 30 April 1867.
5 Dr. Smith*s ms report: PRO MH12 12520/38511/9 October 1867*
Dr. Smith s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/418^ -3/25 October 1866.
6 J. J. Henley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12225/21133/22 April 1869*
The infirmaries were adversely affected by these conditions
as they often consisted of a series of detached buildings covering
a considerable area so that the master, matron, paid nurse, medical
officer, not to mention a variety of pauper inmates on various
errands tramped dirt into the buildings in the course of their work.
Moreover, the increasingly serious shortage of able-bodied female 
1
pauper inmates made it difficult to keep the multitude of rooms
and corridors in these great building complexes reasonably clean.
The accumulation of dust and dirt in the comers of rooms and in
2the cracks in the walls and earthen floors provided a favourable
environment for the growth of viruses, bacteria, fungi, insects and
animalwermin. Dr. Smith might have written about Dorking and
Farnham workhouses as he did about St. George the Martyr’s, ’Except
the presence of bugs, the wards, linen, tables, dressers, crockery
3
and all appurtances are kept clean.* In the absence of damp 
courses, the wet rose up through badly constructed walls and 
stimulated the growth of fungi as at Epsom workhouse.^  Many wards
had earth floors which encouraged the spread of disease. Dr. Smith
5 6 7persuaded the Guardians of Chertsey, Dorking and Epsom to board
their wards.
1 Matron of Dorking to PLB: PRO MH12 12224/6608/2 February 1869.
2 Dr. Smith found many crevices in the walls of Dorking work­
house full of ’bugs and vermin*; Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO 
MH12 12224/55935/24 November 1868.
3 H of C 372, 1866, p 86; when Dr. J. Rogers was appointed 
Medical Officer of Westminster Workhouse he ordered the bugs 
to be swept off the walls with a dustpan and brush (Rogers J., 
op. cit., pp 118-9).
4 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12243/19726/17 May 1867.
5 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12152/18774/14 May 1867.
6 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12243/19726/17 May 1867.
7 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12243/19726/17 May 1867.
Another specialist Poor Law medical service which was a constant
source of anxiety was the maternity service. Lying-in wards and
their associated nurseries were often small, overcrowded and prone
to outbreaks of infectious disease. In the circumstances, it is
surprising that so few epidemics of puerperal fever were recorded:
1 2epidemics occurred at Chertsey in 1841 and 1860 and at Reigate 
3
in 1848. Dr. Powell, the Farnham Workhouse Medical Officer,
complained to the Poor Law Board that the nursery was cold and drab
with an unhygenic earthen floor and there was only one bucket of
water in which to wash the children and no towels with which to dry
them.^ Shortly afterwards, he saved a young child from being badly
5
burnt by catching it as it fell into an unguarded fire. Unfortunately,
these conditions were by no means unusual as Dr. Smith saw on his
visits to other Surrey workhouses. At Chertsey he recommended that
6both the lying-in ward and the nursery be completely rebuilt. The
guardians heeded his advice and provided new, purpose-built
facilities in 1867. J# J# Henley reported in 1868 that the lying-
8in ward at Epsom was far too small. Pregnant women near their time
were often put at risk by being placed in lying-in wards which had
been used until a few hours previously as overflows for the infectious 
g
wards. However, conditions were never as bad in the Surrey infirmaries
as they were in the Strand where Dr, Rogers discovered that the Master
starved pregnant pauper women to dissuade them from having their
10babies in the workhouse.
1 KRO BG1/11/2, p 257 - 12 January 1841.
2 KRO BG1/11/7, p 237 - 11 December 1860.
3 Colonel Pigott!s ms report: PRO MH12 12577/20254/11 July 1848.
4 Dr. Powell to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/49760/29 December 1865-
5 Dr. Powell to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/61/66/31 December 1865.
6 Dr. Smith’s ms report: PRO MH12 12151/39901/16 October 1866.
7 KRO BG1/11/9, P  47 - 30 April 1867.
8 J. J. Henley’s ms report: PRO MH27/12243/35749/14 July 1868.
9 Rogers Dr. J,, op. cit., p 16,
10 Ibid.
Whatever the deficiencies of the Surrey workhouses, they seem 
to have been infinitely better than many of the Metropolitan 
institutions. Inspector Farnall reported in 1866 that nothing 
could be done to make thirteen out of the 40 Metropolitan work­
houses fit for use as hospitals because ’in each sick ward of the 
above workhouses there is a great deficiency of cubical space for 
each patient* and because ’most of these workhouses are badly 
constructed and are closely hemmed in on every side by other 
buildings; the trades carried on in some of them taint the atmosphere 
the airing wards are generally speaking wholly insufficient ..... 
there is no room to erect sufficient bathrooms and lavatories where 
required; it is not possible to build water closets outside the walls 
of the buildings, and so remove them from close proximity to the
sick wards; and there are no means of giving day rooms to the 
1
convalescent.* By comparison most of the Surrey infirmaries were 
well appointed and capable of development*
Whilst recording the undoubted failings of the workhouse
infirmaries, it is important to remember that in the period under
study the condition of voluntary hospitals was little better.
Although B. Abel-Smith in his comprehensive study, The Hospitals.
1800-1948. gives the impression that the voluntary hospital was far
superior in most respects to its poor relation, the workhouse 
£
infirmary, later studies like J, Woodward’s ’To Bo The Sick No Harm:
A Study of the British Voluntary Hospital System to 1875’. have
3
thrown considerable doubt upon his interpretation.
Certainly, the voluntary hospitals were just as guilty of 
mixing their medical and surgical cases. At York County Hospital 
in 1846, it was noted that the introduction of ’cases of painful, 
fetid disease* into the surgical wards was ’a source of great 
disturbance and annoyance to the other patients.Ventilation was
1 H of C 387* 1866, p 7.
2 Abel-Smith B., The Hospitals. 1800-1948 (London 1964)* PP 32-45.
3 Woodward J., To Bo The Sick No Harm: A Study of the British 
Voluntary Hospital System t o 1875 (London 1974).
4 York County Hospital, Court of Governors, 8 September 1846, 
quoted in Woodward J., op. cit., p 112.
usually as bad. York County Hospital’s windows could not be
opened until 1859 when the institution was closed for two months
so that the buildings could be cleansed, white-washed and repaired.
Inferior and dangerous drainage systems were common. The Governors
of Birmingham General Hospital had to have an entirely new system
installed in 1874 following a series of serious epidemics. In the
following year, the Medical Committee proudly reported that 'the
Hospital has been very free from epidemic disease during the past 
2 •year. ’ Overcrowding appears to have been almost universal. In 
1858, the medical officers of Birmingham General Hospital had to 
make up beds on the floors of the wards in an effort to cope with 
'the numerous applicants for medical or surgical relief.'^
Voluntary hospitals were no more successful than workhouse
infirmaries in keeping epidemic disease at bay. A physician at
Bristol! Infirmary, a voluntary hospital, pointed out in 1866,
'there is scarcely an hospital in the kingdom of a perfect
construction, perfect at least in the way of being fitted for the
treatment of contagious diseases .....*^ Even the best organised
and equipped of the London hospitals suffered from outbreaks of
disease similar to those described in the Surrey workhouses: five
patients died during an outbreak of typhus at Guy’s Hospital in
1862 while smallpox swept through St. George's Hospital in 1870
£
causing the death of six patients.
1 York County Hospital, Proceedings of the House Committee,
9 June 1859* quoted by Woodward J,, op. cit,, p 112.
2 Birmingham General Hospital,Annual Report, 1 January 1875* 
quoted by Woodward J., op. cit., p 112.
3 Birmingham General Hospital, Annual Report, 1859* quoted in 
Woodward J,, op. cit,, p 111.
4 Pox E, L,, 'Where Should Typhus be Treated?*, Half Yearly
Abstract of the Medical Sciences. 43* January-June 1866, pp 2-3.
5 Muchison C., A Treatise on the Continued Fevers of Great 
Britain (London 1873)* P 692,
6 Jones T., On the Outbreak of Smallpox at St. George's Hospital, 
St. George's Hospital Reports, 5* 1870, p 233*
Although medical and nursing staff were usually better paid 
in voluntary than Poor Law hospitals, there is little evidence 
that patients in the former were better treated or more carefully 
looked after than those in the latter or that the voluntary hospitals 
were superior in construction, drainage, or ventilation to the 
infirmaries. The voluntary hospitals seem to have made their real 
breakthrough in the period after 1871 when some London and many
-j
remote provincial infirmaries fell a long way below their standards. 
However, no such marked difference seems to have existed in the 
Surrey area where most unions maintained the high standards they 
had attained in 1871. The Surrey infirmaries survived the abolition 
of the Poor Law system in 1929-3° and eventually became Health 
Service hospitals in the late 194°s.
1 Abel-Smith B., The Hospitals, pp 119-172.
(f) CONCLUSION
It has been the custom for historians to dwell almost lovingly 
on the failings of the Poor Law medical services between 1834 and 
1871• Almost everywhere boards of guardians exhibited the greatest 
reluctance to spend the ratepayers' money on enlarging what were 
after all revolutionary undertakings, the Poor Law infirmaries.
The Surrey Guardians were representative of the country as a whole 
in their reluctance to provide detached fever wards and specialist 
accommodation for itch, foul and infirm patients. In their hurry 
to condemn the undeniable shortcomings of the boards of guardians, 
some historians have tended to overlook their great achievements.
In a recent article, M. W. Flynn asserts that the *"indoor” 
sick were cared for in conditions that were mostly a standing 
reproach to a nation which thought of itself as civilized.* At 
first sight, the history of the Surrey Poor Law infirmaries between 
1834 and 1871 wholeheartedly confirms this impression: at first 
they had nothing but general medical wards, the standards of equip­
ment and furnishing were by our standards abyssmal, and there were 
no trained nurses. The workhouses themselves became breeding grounds 
of disease.
By 1871, however, the Surrey Unions had provided themselves 
with fever wards, although not all of them were detached from the 
main buildings. The classification of patients into different 
categories was more frequent. The lot of the pauper patient had 
been greatly improved by the introduction of easy chairs and water 
beds. All the infirmaries except Richmond's had paid, experienced 
nurses. Most of the privies, cesspits and cesspools had been 
replaced by water closets and proper drainage systems. Fresh water 
was supplied in pipes which were much less liable to pollution and 
infection. Much better washing facilities existed: all the workhouses
1 Flynn M. W., 'Medical Services Under the New Poor Law* in 
Fraser D. (ed), The New Poor Law in the Nineteenth Century 
(London 1976), p 55.
had baths and enamel basins in place of troughs and buckets, far 
more towels and each inmate had his own hairbrush and comb. Double 
beds had been replaced by single ones. Far fewer inmates were
placed in the dormitories and day rooms than previously. All the
workhouses had proper probationary wards where applicants for 
admission were kept until they could be medically examined. 
Ventilation had been greatly improved by making it possible to 
open windows and skylights - although both officers and inmates 
were still reluctant to do this - and by the provision of airbricks 
and perforated zinc sheeting. The workhouse and infirmary buildings 
were much more carefully studied and maintained.
These improvements cannot be ignored. They may not have been 
instituted as early as they should have been, they may not have been
provided on a wide enough scale, and it is true that they were
sometimes nullified by the revival of bad old customs such as the 
misuse of probationary wards and the mixing of patients suffering 
from infectious diseases with those recovering from non-contagious 
ones, but on balance they represent a massive step forward from 
the conditions and services existing in 1834. Yet all this was 
achieved in spite of the prejudices of the boards of guardians, the 
complacent acceptance of unsatisfactory conditions by many workhouse 
medical officers and Poor Law Inspectors. Slowly but surely, the 
guardians' reluctance to increase both capital and current 
expenditure was overcome and new buildings erected and improvements 
effected. More and more workhouse medical officers took the 
initiative and recommended ways in which workhouses and infirmaries 
could be improved. The later 'sixties saw an increasing sensitivity 
to and understanding of medical problems on the part of the Poor Law 
Inspectors, led by Dr. Smith.
However grudgingly and falteringly, a state health service for 
the poor came into being in Surrey and the rest of the country 
during the period from 1834 to 1871•
Chapter III
THE DISTRICT MEDICAL SERVICES

(a) THE SURREY MEDICAL DISTRICTS
From the sixteenth century onwards most English parishes
provided sick paupers with money doles and some kind of medical aid,
although the nature, quantity and quality of such relief differed
widely from one area to another. According to George Cornewall Lewis,
*the practice of giving medical relief systematically arose in the
latter half of the last century (the eighteenth); parishes at the
2time began to appoint Medical Officers regularly,* He claimed that
this practice was common in the south, east and midlands but little
known in the north and west. And yet at the time of the Poor Law
Enquiry so little thought was given to the provision of medical
services that C. P, Villiers asserted that *if it had not been for
the pertinacity of Dr. E. Wallis and some others, that this important
3
subject would have been passed over altogether.* It seems that the 
compilers of the Poor Law Report were almost completely obsessed by 
the problems presented by the able-bodied poor to the exclusion of 
all others. Indeed, the provision of medical relief was taken for 
granted by the architects of the 18Jh Poor Law Amendment Act and was 
only mentioned indirectly: JPs were given the power to order medical 
relief in cases of sudden illness. But from *this narrow legislative 
chink1, M. W. Flinn has pointed out, * emerged one of the most 
remarkable social developments of the Victorian period.*^
1 Sir George Cornewall Lewis (1806-63): Assistant Poor Law 
Commissioner (1833-9); Poor Law Commissioner (1839-^ 7).
2 S.C. First Report ..... on Medical Relief, P B X X ( evidence 
Qu2.
3 Quoted by Rogers J., Reminiscences of a Workhouse Medical Officer 
(London 1889), p 230.
k 4- and 3 William IV c 76*
3 Flinn M. W., *Medical Services Under the New Poor Law*, The New
Poor Law in the Nineteenth Century (London 197§)» p 48,
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The division of the Surrey Unions into medical districts had
to be carried out on empirical lines as the central authority
provided little guidance. The local guardians divided their unions
into as many medical districts as they thought fit. The Commissioners
argued that this policy was justified as the guardians •from their
local knowledge must be considered the most competent judges on the 
1
subject.* During the experimental 'thirties, the Surrey Guardians
favoured appointing as few medical officers as possible in the
interests of administrative simplicity and financial economy. The
guardians of two unions, Farnham and Hambledon entrusted their
entire medical services to one officer. From 1835 to 184-6, Dr.
Samuel Sloman acted as Farnham Union's sole medical officer to the
2satisfaction of the local guardians. At Hambledon, a remarkable
medical officer, Frederick Yate, who served the union throughout the
period 1836 to 1871, was appointed sole medical officer in 1836
3
initially with a salary of £130 and then with one of £200 p.a. In
spite of a severe influenza epidemic, Yate managed to hold his own
4
and was granted a gratuity of £30 for his outstanding services. 
However, by 184-1, he admitted that the strain of covering a; union of
c
28,246 acres with a population of 12,000 was too much for him and
6asked that his area be reduced in size; as a result, the union was 
divided into four districts.
Dorking, Godstone and Richmond Unions appointed only two 
medical officers apiece. In the case of Richmond Union where John 
Anderson served the^parishes of Richmond, Petersham and Kew and
1 2 PLCs (1836) App C, No. 6 , pp 518-9; the PLCs to Lord John 
Russell, 1 July 1836.
2 Granville Pigott's ms report: PRO MH12 12270/311a/10 January 1846.
3 KRO BG7/11/1, p 12 - 23 May 1836.
4- Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/1379/21 February 1837.
5 PRO Census Records HO 107/1073*
6 KRO BG7/11/1, p 313 22 February 184-1.
Messrs* Scott and Robinson were joint medical officers for Mortlake
and Barnes, the task was made possible by the compact nature of the
union but the pairs of medical officers working for Dorking and
Godstone Guardians must have had great difficulty satisfying the
2
medical needs of these sprawling rural unions* The two largest
and basically urban unions, Guildford with a population of nearly
3 k-21,000 and Kingston with nearly 20,000, were served by six and
5four medical officers respectively* Chertsey and Epsom Guardians
6 7appointed three medical officers each, while Reigate selected four.
Although it would appear that the Surrey medical units were too
large, there were no complaints about the quality of their medical
services during the *thirties* William Farr observed to the Select
Committee in 1838 that 'it has been said that making the district
large increases the interest of the medical officer in the appointment,
but the remuneration can never be sufficient to cover the increase'of
expense; and no salary that the Poor Law Guardians could give would
be equivalent to the labour, if properly performed in those large
g
districts. * Thomas Wakley suggested that guardians deliberately
drew up excessively large districts so that fewer applications for
9
relief would be made by^the poor in distant parishes. The Provincial
Medical and Surgical Association agreed that fa simpler method of
depriving the poor of medical aid without the trouble of refusing it
10
could not have been devised.*
1 Richmond Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12597/951&/17 June 1836.
2 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/1278a/9 February 18^3; 
Godstone Union to the PLCs: KRO BG5/11/1, pp 2 and k - 3 and 20 
November 1835*
3 PRO HO 107/1080.
4 PRO HO 107/1075.
5 Guildford Union to the PLCs: KRO BG6/11/1, p 1*f - 14 May 1836; 
Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/1Oa/31 December 1836.
6 Chertsey: KRO BG1/11/1, p 1 - 9 November 1835* Epsom Union to the
PLCs: PRO MH12 12235/2103a/2*f June 1836.
7 KRO BG9/11/1, p 6 - 27 April 1836.
8 William Farr to the Select Committee, 1838; quoted in
Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 110.
9 Ibid.
10 Ibid.
One way of overcoming the problem presented by excessively 
extensive medical districts was to ’re-let* parishes to local 
practitioners* Frederick Yate, the sole medical officer of Hambledon 
Union, sub-contracted the parish of Haslemere and part of Thursley
'I
to a local doctor without opposition from the Commissioners; while
Dr* Thompson of Godstone Union put out the parishes of Chelsham and
Farleigh from 1836 to 184-3* When the last mentioned arrangement was
brought to the Commissioners* attention following the death of a
2little girl suffering from burns, they indignantly pointed out that
such proceedings were *wholely at variance* with Article 14 of the
3General Medical Order, 184-2* However, Thompson proved that Charles
Mott, the first Assistant Commissioner for the Surrey area, had
4approved this and other sub-letting arrangements* The guardians
solved the problem by dividing the Eastern district in two and
making the parishes of Chelsham, Farleigh and Warlingham into a new 
5
Northern district*
The first major reorganisation of the Surrey medical districts
took place as a result of the circulation of the 1842 Medical
Regulations* The British Medical Association suggested in 1838 that
the average size of country districts should be between ten and
twelve square miles, instead of the existing mean of 21-J square miles*
If this scheme had been adopted existing districts would have been
6halved in size and their population reduced to about 2,500 each.
1 Hambledon Union to the FLCs: PRO MH12 12370/n*r.n*/11 July 1836*
2 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12315/14762a/20 December 1843
3 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 '12315/14"762a/1 0  January 1844.
4 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12315/1022a/27 January 1844.
5 : Ibid.
6 Report of the Council of the British Medical Association on the 
Poor Law question, containing suggestions for an amended system 
of parochial relief, April 1838; quoted in Hodgkinson R., op. cit. 
p 112.
The order made it illegal for a district to exceed 15,000 acres or 
to contain a population in?excess of 10,000. By March 184-3, all 
districts were to be reduced to the specified limits. When guardians 
could not comply they were required to draw up a special minute 
recording their reasons and forward it to the Commissioners for 
their consideration.
At Chertsey, the Chobham district, consisting of some 22,000
1
acres, was divided and a new Wmdlesham district created; Dorking
2 &and Godstone Unions were divided into three districts instead of two;
at Guildford, the old Woking district, covering more than 23,000 acres,
4was broken up and reconstituted as two new districts; at Hambledon,
Frederick Yate*s enormous *First District*, consisting of nearly
31,000 acres, became two new districts, both exceeding the stated
maximum acreage - a special minute explained that there were no other
resident practitioners apart from the existing medical officers,
Frederick Yate andlHenry Bishopp, and that both their districts
5contained several thousand acres of waste landp and the Reigate 
Guardians eventually reorganised their Southern district which 
exceeded the acreage limit and created two new districts. The 
medical districts of Epsom, j'Farnham, Kingston and Richmond already 
accorded with the limits laid down by the 1842 regulations.
Without doubt, the reduction in the districts* size eased the 
pressure of work on many medical practitioners and improved the 
quality of the medical services provided, especially to outlying 
parishes. However, the new regulations failed to destroy the evils
1 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12l44/8706a/l3 July 1842.
2 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/1278a/9 February 1843.
3 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12315/2972a/17 March 1843.
4 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12333/19^9a/27 February 1843.
5 Hambedon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/3794a/6 April 1843.
6 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12576/11025&/25 July 1844.

of sub-letting, William Maybury of Farnham Union complained to the 
Poor Law Board that Frimley parish was badly neglected as the 
medical officer responsible for it, Dr, Knowles, had sub-let it to 
a Dr, Davies, who was not carrying out his duties efficiently. The 
Poor Law Board wrote to the guardians insisting that the medical 
officer perform his duties in person and suggesting that if the
2district was too large for one doctor it should be reorganised.
The guardians, disliking the central authority*s intervention, 
suggested that the problems of Dr. Knowles and his colleague Dr.
Sloman could be overcome if their sub-contractors were recognised
3 kas their deputies. When the Poor Law Board rejected this request,
the guardians refused to make any alterations in their medical
5
arrangements. Defusing to be intimidated by this childish 
intransigence, the Poor Law Board insisted that the guardians
g
implement the Medical Regulations. Eventually the guardians gave
7
way and divided both their existing medical districts into two. The
g
medical officer for the new Frimley district was William Maybury.
Due to the rapidly increasing population in the 1830s and 1860s,
a number of new districts were created as can be seen in Table XX.
Occasionally, there were other reasons for forming new medical
districts. At Kingston, in 1833* the Kingston and‘Hampton districts
were reduced in size and the Teddington district formed to make the
9treatment of cholera patients,- easier. Widely separated villages 
presented serious difficulties and in some cases like that of
10Effingham in Dorking Union were made into separate medical districts.
1 William Maybury to the PLB: PRO MH12 12272/109W 3  March 1851.
2 PLB to Farnham Union: PRO MH12 122?2/12908/20 March 1831.
3 Farnham Union to PLB: PRO MH12 12272/1392^/23 March 1831.
4 PLB to Farnham Union: PRO MH12 12273/1392V 3  April 1831.
3 Farnham Union to PLB: PRO MH12 12273/23033/26 May 1831.
6 PLB to Farnham Union: PRO MH12 12273/23033/3 June 1831.
7 Farnham Union to PLB: PRO MH12 12273/29^37/7 July 1831 and
33380/27 August 1831•
8 Farnham Union to PLB: PRO MH12 12272/33^90/6 August 1831.
9 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1239V10767A April 1833.
10 Dorking Union to PLB PRO MH12 1222V27383/29 June 1866.
At Guildford, on the other hand, an additional medical district was
'I
formed when a new parish, Puttenham, was added to the union.
As a result of this last wave of medical district formations in
the 1860s, Surrey became by contemporary standards well provided with
medical officers. In/1861, Dr.;Griffin, the chairman of the Poor Law
Medical Relief Association, gave evidence to the Select Committee
that there were still 583 districts exceeding 15,000 acres in 
2
England. With such large districts,:he asked *how can a medical
3
man visit his patients so often as the nature of complaints require?*
1 Guildford Union to PLB: PRO MH12 123^2/38229/28 July 1869.
2 Quoted in Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 371*
3 Ibid, p 372.
(b) THE DISTRICT MEDICAL OFFICERS* SECURITY OF TENURE AND
PROFESSIONAL STATUS
During the *thirties, most boards of guardians were completely- 
confused as to the type of contract they should offer their medical 
officers. In 1836, Chadwick informed one prospective medical officer
'I
that appointments were to be permanent during good behaviour, and
another that they were to be annual. It appears, as Ruth Hodgkinson
put it, that ’mere caprice of the Commissioners was substituted for
2precise regulation.* In Surrey, the boards of guardians gave their
medical officers simple yearly contracts requiring them, as at
Chertsey, to provide ’Medicine and Attendance and all surgical
instruments (except Trusses) for the treatment of disease and
accidents •••••* and to deal with *all cases of Midwifery where
3
directed by the Board of Guardians or the Relieving Officer.*
One of the Old Poor Law’s main weaknesses had been the tender
system, by which local doctors applied for the post of medical
officer stating the salary they required: almost inevitably this led
to the appointment of the lowest bidder. Fortunately, only one of
the Surrey Unions, Dorking, continued to employ this approach after
1834-. In 1839 an ex-medical officer of Dorking Union complained to
the Poor Law Commissioners that ’the Medical attendence on the Poor
(at Dorking)* had been put up ’to Tender from the 23th March last,
5
and the lov/est accepted.* This and other similar complaints
persuaded the central authority to change its official policy. At
first the Commissioners tried to persuade individual unions to drop
the practice. However, they had little success and issued a circular
letter to all unions in 184-1 deploring the ’system of advertising 
7
for tenders.’ Few disputes arose over such appointments thereafter
1 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 116.
2 Ibid.
3 KRO BG1/11/1, p 2 - 9 November 1833.
4- Hodgkinson R., op. cit., pp 72-78.
5 Dorking Union to the FLCs: PRO MH12 12219/3191 a/1 April 1839
6 7 PLCs (l84-l) p 8.
7 Circular Letter, 6 March 184-1.
although John White, a retired member of the Irish Poor Law
Commission wrote to the central authority in 184-3, complaining that
nepotism and corruption existed in Richmond Union. He pointed out
that not only was Frederick Chapman, the newly appointed workhouse
medical officer, the brother of the union clerk but that he had
paid Mr. .Anderson, his predecessor, £63 to vacate his post. The
Poor Law Commissioners replied that they had no powers to intervene 
2
in such matters and although White wrote two more angry letters
3
demanding an investigation nothing was done. Occasionally, boards 
of guardians failed to advertise medical posts properly. Once again,
Zf
the Richmond Guardians had to admit, on being questioned by the 
5
Poor Law Board, that they had appointed James Campbell Smart
medical officer of the workhouse without advertising the post.
Nevertheless, in this instance, the central authority sanctioned the 
£
appointment. On the other;hand, Chertsey Guardians decided in 1831
to institute permanent contracts as a result of local criticisms of
7
their advertising procedures.
The greatest cause of discontent among medical officers during
the 1840s and even the 1850s was their insecurity of tenure.
Normally, if all went well, existing medical officers were reappointed
each year as long as they continued to give satisfaction. However,
a number of competent officers were replaced without warning. At
Godstone in 1849, the guardians appointed Dr. Sargant medical officer
of the Western district in preference to the established officer,
Edward Boulger, who had been medical officer .since 184-3 and deputy
8for the district for many years before that^ Boulger immediately
1 John White to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12397/11228a/16 September 1843-
2 PLCs to John White: PRO MH12 12397/11228a/21 September 184-3.
3 John White to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12397/1 l4-30a/22 September 184-3;
PRO MH12 12397/11776a/3 October 184-3.
4 Richmond Union to PLB: PRO MH12 12398/44-30/3 February 1832.
3 PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12398/324-1/23 January 1832.
6 PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12398/44-30/9 February 1832.
7 KRO BG1/11/3, p 134 - 6 May 1851.
8 KRO BG3/11/6, p 36 - 23 March 1849.
complained to the Poor Law Board and informed them that Sargant
-i
was Notoriously unqualified* to hold the post* On being questioned
by the central authority the guardians claimed that as Boulger
had not applied for the post they felt free to appoint another 
2
candidate* Boulger stuck to his point that the board had *violated*
articles 108 and 109 of the General Consolidated Order of 184-7: Dr*
Sargant was only qualified as a physician and not as a surgeon as 
3
required* As this proved to be true, the Poor Law Board refused to
4.
sanction the appointment.
Not to be outdone, the anti-Boulger faction on the board of
guardians engineered the election of a non-resident friend of
5Sargant*s, a Dr. Eddison. Boulger insisted that Eddison was
g
Sargant *s assistant and that Sargant would do the work* Eddison
did in fact demand that the latter be allowed to perform the duties
7
of medical officer. When the Poor Law Board insisted that he carry
8 9out his duties personally, he declined to do so and later resigned.
After a furious debate, Boulger was re-elected medical officer for
10the Western division by seven votes to five. This case is ar*
complex one as the Godstone Board contained a fiercely combative 
elected guardian, Edward Kelsey, who made himself a thorn in the 
side of a series of medical officers. The whole affair reeks of 
personal animosity and a struggle for power within the board of 
guardians where the chairman had consistently supported Boulger.
1 Edward Boulger to the PLB: PEO MH12 12316/9350/24- March 184-9.
2 Godstone Union to the PLB: PEO MH12 12316/9351/26 March 184-9.
3 Edward Boulger to the PLB: PEO MH12 12316/114-54/16 April 184-9.
4- PLB to Godstone Union: PEO MH12 12316/12528/26 April 184-9.
5 KKO BG5/11/7, p 71 - 1 June 184-9.
6 Edward Boulger to the PLB: PEO MH12 12316/1824-2/14- June 184-9.
7 KEO BG5/11/7, P 82 - 13 July 184-9.
8 Godstone Union to the PLB: PEO MH12 12316/20418/5 July 1849.
9 Godstone Union to the PLB: PEO MH12 12316/24-349/11 August 1849.
10 KEO BG5/11/7, P  95 - 10 August 1849.
Similar, although less complicated, cases occurred elsewhere.
At Chertsey, the workhouse medical officer, Dr. Harcourt (1837-50)»
was replaced without warning after serving satisfactorily for twelve
years. The Poor Law Board refused to do anything about the election
"2of his rival on the grounds that the appointment was only for a year.
The following year, Harcourt’s application was rejected once more
3and he demanded an enquiry. On this occasion, the Poor Law Board
refused to ratify the election of Dr, Eddy, Harcourt*s successor,
and made searching enquiries into the way in which the election had 
if
been conducted. On discovering that the post had neither been 
properly advertised nor correctly minuted, they quoshed Eddy’s
5
appointment and ordered the guardians to hold another election.
This made little difference as Eddy was re-elected workhouse medical 
officer, although Harcourt continued as medical officer of the 
Weybridge district.
In 1833» G. Knight, the Dorking Workhouse Medical Officer, 
demanded an enquiry afterhe had been replaced even though there
7
had been no complaints about his service. However, on this
8occasion, the Poor Lav/ Board refused to intervene. Presumably, 
they were reluctant to challenge the guardians in an area which 
they regarded as exclusively their own.
1 Dr. Harcourt to the PLB: PRO MH12 121^7/1167^/19 March 1830.
2 The PLB to Dr. Harcourt: PRO MH12 121^7/1167^/23 March 1830.
3 Dr. :Harcourt to the PLB: ;PR0 MH12 12147/lVl 66/31 March 1851.
4 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 121^7/1^166/13 April 1831.
3 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 121 ^7/17853/26 April 1831.
6 KRO BG1/11/3, p 13^ - 6 May 1831.
7 G. Knight to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/11^91/11 April 1833.
8 The PLB to G. Knight: PRO MH12 12223/11^91/15 April 1833.
The Commissioners made some attempt to solve the problem of
A
insecurity Qf’tenure in 184-2 when they issued a medical order
declaring that every doctor whose term of office was not specifically
defined in his contract was to serve continuously until he resigned,
or died, or became legally disqualified to hold:such office, or was
dismissed by the Commissioners. However, this had little real effect
as only 1,270 out of 2,823 medical officers employed in 1844 were 
2
’permanent1. The provisions of the Consolidated General Order of 
184-7 also failed to secure permanent appointments for many doctors 
who were duly qualified and resided in their districts. Charles 
Kingsley told a select committee in 1834- that there were 1,600
If.
permanent and 1,300 temporary medical officers in England and Wales.
Most of the Surrey Boards of Guardians remained extremely 
jealous of their control over their medical officers. In 1830,
Epsom Guardians decided to dismiss Dr. Stilwell, their workhouse 
medical officer, in order to reorganise the union’s medical arrange­
ments. Moreover, although they were unprepared to make any specific 
charges against him, they asked the central authority not to hold an 
official enquiry as this would be ’subversive of ‘the best interests
of the Union and calculated most seriously to compromise the efficiency 
5
of this Board.* When the Poor Law Board replied that they would
g
have to hold an enquiry as Stilwell enjoyed a permanent contact,
7the guardians expressed their ’deep regret* at the board’s decision.'
At the end of a thorough investigation, Colonel Pigott, the district
o
inspector, concluded that Stilwell was ’a very efficient officer.’ 
Fortunately, the chairman of the guardians was able to restore good 
relations between Stilwell and the rest of the board.^ However, the
1 Medical Order, March 184-2.
2 Hodgkinson P., op. cit., p 117.
3 The Consolidated Order, 24- July 184-7, Article 187.
4- Hodgkinson P., op. cit., p 340; Charles Kingsley (1819-73):
Christian Socialist, reformer, author and historian.
3 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/57008/11 December 1830.
6 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12239/57008/16 December 1830.
7 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12239/57008/18 December 1830.
8 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12239/2181/8 January 1831.
9 Ibid.
guardians were careful thereafter not to grant new medical officers 
permanent contracts; for example, Dr, Wallace was appointed upon 
♦the express Agreement to be signed by him that the Board will at 
any:time-during the year put an end to his appointment on giving 
three months notice,*
Hardly surprisingly, some Surrey Unions were angered by the
circulation of the general order on the subject of permanency in
18^5* Epsom Guardians were quick to voice their disapproval:
to their way of thinking the order was ’most mischievous and
3subversive of the good working of the Poor Law** On appointing
John Powell Medical Officer of Cobham, they followed their usual
practice of requiring him to sign a contract bindingshim to resign
Zi­
on receiving three months* notice. The Poor Law Board could not
afford to ignore this challenge to its authority and declared the
5
contract null and void, Guildford Guardians sent a memorandum
to the central authority expressing *unanimous regret and disapproval*
of permanent appointments as they deprived the guardians *of that
discretionary power to which they are fairly entitled,* However,
Epsom and Guildford Guardians* opinion was not shared by the
7 8rest of the Surrey Unions: three, Chertsey,' Hambledon and
9Richmond immediately implemented the order; the rest had already 
introduced permanent contracts some years previously*
1 KRO BG3/11/7, P 241 - 5 February 1851.
2 General Order, 15 February 1855*
3 Copy of a letter to the PLB: KRO BG3/11/8, p 45 - 21 February
1855 - Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12240/6309/21 : ^
February 1855.
4 KRO BG3/11/8, p 62 - 11 April 1855.
5 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12240/1194^/24 April 1855.
6 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/8423/13 March 1853.
7 KRO BG1/11/6, p 17 - 27 February 1855; this was a reinforcement
resolution as permanent contracts had been adopted in 1851 - 
KRO BG1/11/5, p 134 - 6 May 1851.
8 KRO BG7/11/3, p 262 - 5 March 1855.
9 KRO BG10/11/6, p 165 - 22 February 1855.
Personal animosity and the desire to preserve the guardians*
discretionary powers still occasionally brought about unnecessary
confrontations as at Hambledon in 1868, When Frederick Lawton, the
workhouse medical officer and district officer for Chiddingfold and
Dunsfold, died, his son*s application for the posts was ignored
even though he had acted as his father*s deputy for many years
1and lived only two and a half miles from the workhouse. Instead,
the guardians appointed William Parsons, who lived four and a:half
miles away from the workhouse and did not reside in the Chiddingfold-
Dunsfold district. The local people memorialised the Poor Law
Board objecting to Parson*s appointment and asking that he be
2replaced by Lawton. As the memorial was backed by an impressive
number of signatures, the Poor Law Board wrote to the guardians
suggesting that Parsons lived too far away from'ihis district and
3
asking them why;they had chosen-him. The guardians maintained
that distance was not important as Parsons lived but five minutes
from Godalming railway station and the train journey to Hambledon
4only took between eight and fourteen minutes. No sooner had the
K
Poor Law Board sanctioned Parson’s appointment than,he resigned.*
Dr. La Fargue of Godalming, who lived nine miles away from the 
6district,* was then appointed to the fury of the local residents
who immediately sent off another petition criticising the appointment
7of both Parsons and La Fargue. The Poor Law Board refused to
sanction the appointment of La Fargue and asked to be informed why
the salary attached to the district had been raised from 3-40 to £60 
8p.a. The guardians replied that La\*son was unprepared to accept
1 Mr. Lawton to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/49532/20 October 1868.
2 The Parishes of Chiddingfold and Dunsfold to the PLB: PRO MH12 
12378/53052/10 November 1868.
5 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12378/52036/12 November 1868.
4 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/53077/19 November 1868.
5 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12378/33077/3 December 1868.
6 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 123?8/$0802/1^ December 1868.
7 Chiddingfold Parish to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/62714/23 December
1868.
8 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12378/62714/9 January 1869,
office even v/hen they offered him £50 p.a. and so they had been
forced to appoint the non-resident La Fargue at £60 p.a.. In
the meantime the ratepayers pf Chiddingfold bombarded the board of
guardians and the Poor Law Board with a series of complaints about
2La Fargue*s alleged inefficiency. The unfortunate doctor demanded
3
that the charges be investigated. However, he decided to resign
without waiting for the official enquiry as his position had become 
if
untenable. At last, the guardians accepted the logic of the
5
situation and appointed Lawton Medical Officer of Chiddingfold at 
£60 p.a.. Even then, the local residents were not satisfied and
g
continued their attacks upon their ex-medical officer. La Fargue
refused to be drawn into debate and declared that his time was so
occupied that *he did not care to troublehimself further in the 
7matter.*
Apparently, _ - Hambledon Guardians learnt little from this 
struggle. Not long after his appointment, Lawton was badly injured
g
in an accident and forced to resign. At first the guardians 
accepted his partner and deputy, J. Milner, as'his successor, but
in January 1870, they appointed Arthur, Napper, a non-resident medical
9practitioner. Milner immediately protested to the Poor Law Board, 
pointing out that he was resident and Napper was not; and accusing
10Napper of canvassing the support of the guardians before the election.
1 Hambledon Union to the PLB; PEO MH12 12378/3165/14 January 1869.
2 The PLB to Hambledon Union; PRO MH12 12378/11166/25 February 1869.
3 KRO BG7/11/7, p 5 - 22 February 1869.
4 Ibid, p 9 - 8 March 1869#
5 Ibid, p 30 - 19 April 1869*
6 Ibid, p 32.
7 Ibid, p 34 - 3 May 1869*
8 KRO BG7/11/7, P 85 - 4 October 1869.
9 Ibid, p 117 - 10 January 1870.
10 Dr. J. Milner to the PLB: PRO MH12 12379/2264/12 January 1870.
On this occasion, just as the scene was being set for another 
destructive confrontation, Napper destroyed his opponents main 
argument by going to live in his new district. However, resent­
ments remained and later other Poor Law officers were reprimanded 
by the board of guardians for making derogatory remarks about Dr, 
Napper,^
The achievement of permanent contracts proved to be a mixed
blessing, V/ithout doubt, they raised the medical officers* status
and placed them on an equal footing with the rest of the Poor Law
officers. On the other hand, they sometimes proved to be a
stumbling block when relations between guardians and medical
officers deteriorated to breaking point or when the guardians
wished to improve their unions* medical services by dividing
existing districts into smaller and more convenient units. When
the Kingston Guardians drew up an elaborate plan for the reorganisation
2
of their medical services in 1861, it seemed for a time that it
would founder on the opposition of one of their eight medical 
if
officers. As Matthew Coleman, the medical;officer concerned, had
a permanent contract, the guardians compromised and carried out all
5the changes except those which affected his medical district.
Similarly, ' Chertsey Guardians set up an enquiry to investigate 
a series of complaints about Dr. Eady, the medical officer responsible 
for the workhouse and the Chertsey district. The charges were
1 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12379/5638/1 February 1870.
2 KRO BG7/11/7, p 1^8 - 4 April 1870.
3 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12397/50226/9 September 1861.
k Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12397/314-22/24- September 1861.
3 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12397/34-224/22 October 1861.
6 KRO BG1/11/8, p 4-2 - 23 August 1863*
substantiated and the committee recommended that the medical
district be divided in two. On applying to the Poor Law Board
t
for permission to carry out the plan, the guardians were asked if
3Eady had agreed to the changes. When Eady declared himself to be
4
*decidedly averse*, the central authority ruled that there was
5
nothing that could be done. Frustrated and angry, the guardians 
wrote to the Board arguing that if this was indeed the case the 
central authority and the medical officer concerned would have to 
take responsibility for the unsatisfactory state of the Chertsey 
district*s medical services as they could do nothing more. Shortly 
afterwards, in February 1864, Dr. Eady resigned on being charged with
7
causing the death of a pauper called Thomas Matthews. When the 
guardians came to appoint a successor, they ignored their previous 
resolution and elected Dr. Chaldecott to both the workhouse, and the 
district posts, although at increased salaries: the district salary 
being raised from £60 to £80 p.a. and the workhouse’s from £40 to 
£50 p.a. . 8
Possibly the worst example of medical officers putting their
private interests before those of the public occurred at Farnham
Union in 1856. With the foundation and rapid expansion of the
Aldershot military camp, great pressure was exerted upon the medical
officer of the Northern district. Nevertheless, when the guardians
9
proposed establishing a new medical district, both the*medical
10officers opposed the plan. However, m  fairness, the failure of
1 Ibid, p 4-5 - 8 September 1863.
2 Chertsey Union to PLB: PEO MH12 12150/334-31/8 September 1863.
3 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PEO MH12 12150/33431/14- September 1863.
4 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PEO MH12 12150/34075/15 September 1863.
5 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PEO MH12 12150/34075/25 September 1863.
6 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PEO MH12 12150/4-3100/18 November 1863.
7 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PEO MH12 12150/694-3/24- February 1864-.
8 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PEO MH12 12150/9015/10 March 1864-.
9 Farnham Union to the PLB: PEO MH12 12273/18160/13 May 1856.
10 Farnham Union to the PLB: PEO MH12 12273/28950/12 July 1856.
the scheme cannot be laid entirely at their door as Colonel Pigott,
the district inspector, persuaded them to accept its terms on
1
condition that their salaries were increased* The guardians,
2however, refused to agree to these terms. Between 1846 and 1861,
Z
the population of Aldershot rose from 685 to 4,957» so that it was
only a matter of time before the local people took the initiative.
In January 1863, the inhabitants of Aldershot petitioned the Poor
Law Board to create a new medical district because of the ‘very
grievous and painful circumstances that too frequently occur in this 
4parish.* On this occasion, the local medical officers made no
5objection to the guardians* plan and the new district came into
g
being in July 1863«
1 The PLB to Farnham Union: PRO MH12 12273/32134/30 August 1856.
2 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12273/39719/21 October 1836.
3 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12274/22104/4 June 1863.
4 Aldershot Parish to the PLB: PRO MH12 12274/1324/13 January 1863.
3 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12274/22104/4 June 1863.
6 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12274/28889/31 July 1863.
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(c) THE DISTRICT MEDICAL OFFICERS * SALARIES
In the 1 thirties, one of the Surrey Guardians1 main aims was to
reduce the cost of medical relief. Kingston Guardians made this quite
clear in a letter to the Poor Lav/ Commissioners in which they compared
the salaries of their medical officers before and after the creation 
1
of the union:
Districts
Salaries before the 
establishment of 
the Union
Salaries after the 
establishment of 
the Union
Hampton
Esher
Wimbledon
Kingston
Totals
£88
£82 10s Od
£^0
£90
£310 10s Od
£70
£67
£40
£73
£230
Throughout the country, medical officers* salaries were extremely 
2
low, although boards of guardians in the southern counties paid their
3
medical men three times as much as their northern colleagues did. 
Lincoln Union, consisting of 89 parishes with a population of 30,230, 
reduced the aggregate salary of its medical officers from £330 to
4.
£270 p.a. or 2s 1d per head of the population whereas the Kingston
n
Medical Officers received 3s 1d per head. Prior to 1834-, the Lincoln 
Medical Officers had received 2s 8d per head and the Surrey officers 
3s 9d.
c
Salaries were further hit by the 184-2 Regulations which were 
supposed to improve the medical officer*s financial situation by 
imposing uniform nationwide scales for extra payments. The British
1 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/1603a/9 January 1837-
2 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 79*
3 Ibid.
4- Ibid, p 80.
3 See Table XXII.
6 Medical Order of March 184-2.
Medical Association and the Provincial Medical and Surgical Association
had constantly pressed the Commissioners to increase their members*
remuneration. In 1839* the British Medical Association suggested
that medical officers should be paid £3 5s Od p.a. for each chronicly
sick case and 7s 6d for each short term patient. They calculated that
these charges would cost no more than sixpence per head of the whole 
p
population. However, the Medical Order of March 184-2 contained no 
guidelines or rules for determining the size of salaries which were 
left entirely to the guardians* discretion. However, it was suggested 
that fixed fees should, be paid over and above the medical officer*s 
salary for certain duties; a fee of £3 was to be allowed for major 
surgical operations and £1 and £3 for the treatment of fractures; the 
fees for attending difficult obstetrical cases ranged between 10s and 
20s depending upon the distance travelled by the medical officer; and 
in special cases, where a particularly long attendance was required, 
the medical officer was to receive £2; if any dispute arose between a 
medical officer and his board of guardians over fees, the matter was 
to be settled by the central authority. In April 184-2 the Council of 
the British Medical Association drew the attention of the Poor Law 
Commissioners to the order’s defects, particularly its failure to draw 
up rules for the calculation of medical officers* salaries, but the 
Commissioners excused themselves by claiming *We are not omnipotent, 
and cannot overcome the (guardians*) long existing prejudices and
3
strong feelings The order was heavily criticised by boards of
guardians, 29 of whom petitioned the Commissioners to be allowed to 
fix their own rates. :,v ' Epsom Board of Guardians wrote to the Poor 
Law Commissioners asking to be exempted from the new order as it
1 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., pp 93-97*
2 Proposals of a deputation from the British Medical Association to 
the Poor Law Commissioners in April 1839 quoted in Hodgkinson R., 
op. cit., p 95*
3 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 99*
1
would work *very disadvantageously in this Union.' When the
2
Commissioners refused to agree to this, the guardians resolved that
it was highly undesirable for medical officers to receive fees as well
as fixed salaries as this would tempt medical men to seek fee-earning 
3
cases. The Commissioners were unimpressed by this argument and
if
insisted on obedience to the regulations.
Many boards of guardians used the regulations as an excuse to reduce 
their medical officers* salaries. At Godstone, a determined economy 
minded faction led by Edward Kelsey passed a resolution in spite of the 
objections of the ex-officio guardians to reduce their medical officers* 
salaries by the aggregate total of the previous year*s midwifery and
5
fracture fees. Charles Thompson, the medical officer of the Eastern
division immediately wrote to the Poor Law Commissioners questioning
6 7the guardians* right to do this. In a second letter, he pointed out
that the previous year had been a disproportionately heavy one for
midwifery and fracture cases and gave a summary of his earnings from
extras.during the previous three years:
£ s
1840 One Fractured Thigh .. .. 3 0
Nine Midwiferies •• • • •• 6 13
9 13
184-1 One Fractured Leg •• .. .. 3 0
Fifteen Midwiferies •• •• 11 13
14- 13
1 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12237/2998A/23 March 184-2.
2 The PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12237/2998A/2 May 184-2.
3 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12237/4-217a/14- April 184-2.
4- The PLCs to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12237/4-217a/18 April 184-2.
3 KRO BG3/11/4-, p 182 - 10 February 184-3.
6 Charles Thompson to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12313/l4-36a/13 February 184-3.
7 Charles Thompson to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12313/1913a/20 February 184-3*
£ s
184-2 One Fractured Leg and Thigh 6 0
One Dislocated Elbow •• 1 0
Twenty Midwiferies • • .. 13 0
One Extra Midwifery •• 2 0
24- O'
Thompson went on to point out that should the board of guardians carry 
out their threat he would be worse off than before the introduction of 
the new regulations. Feelings ran so high within the board that they 
voted on the issue - this was the first time that any motion or 
resolution had been put to the vote since the formation of the union.
The economy party's motion was passed by eight votes to seven and the 
workhouse and Western division medical officer's salary was reduced 
from £110 to £95 p.a. and the Eastern division medical officer's from
'I
£90 to £73 p.a.. The Poor Law Commissioners accepted the guardians' 
mode of calculation but did not believe that they should be guided 
'solely by the average number of such cases hitherto attended by the 
Medical Officers' or that they 'should reduce the salaries precisely
2to the extent to which the fees of those cases would have amounted.'
The guardians proceeded to reorganise their medical arrangements with
their medical officers* agreement and divided the union into three
3instead of two medical districts. Thus the guardians succeeded in 
reducing their medical officers* aggregate salary from £200 to £180 p.a.
Zf
What happened at Godstone was by no means unusual and Cornewall Lewis 
admitted that were it not 'for the authority and influence of the 
Commissioners, the salaries of the medical officers, and the amount of
5
the medical relief throughout the country would be very diminished.'
1 KRO BG3/11/4-, p 197 - 3 March 184-3.
2 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12315/2323a/15 March 184-3.
3 Godstone Union to PLCs: PRO MH12 12315/2972a/17 March 184-3.
4- Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 100.
3 Quoted in Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 100.
However, the Commissioners had condoned the introduction of this new 
practice. As a result, medical officers in general were worse off, 
even though they received fees in addition to their fixed salaries, 
because their routine activities increased more rapidly than their fee- 
earning work. Some boards of guardians were slow to take advantage 
of this formula. Chertsey Guardians, for instance, did not make use 
of the 184-2 regulations to reduce their medical officer's salaries 
until 1843.^
The introduction of the new scale of fees led to increased
friction between many medical officers and their boards of guardians.
Dr. Boulger, the medical “officer of Godstone's Western division,
became convinced that the guardians were trying to deprive him of
his rightful fees by transferring paupers from their homes to the
workhouse for treatment. In 184-3, a guardian sent James Selsby, a
pauper with a fractured leg, from Limpsfield to the workhouse, a
2distance of some six to seven miles, j The Commissioners asked
3
Godstone Guardians for an explanation. They replied that Selsby*s 
had been a special case as he and his family lived in a wretched 
tenement containing only one bed and that in consequence it was thought 
right to admit him to the workhouse; they assured the Commissioners
4that his case would not be used as a precedent. Boulger was by no
means reassured and in 184-7, sent off details of three more paupers
who had been moved from their homes to the workhouse for treatment,
5thus depriving him of the fees he would otherwise have received.
6 7Once again, the Poor Law Board and the guardians' investigated his
complaints. It transpired that all three men had been taken to the
workhouse on the initiative of their friends and not as a result of
g
orders emanating from Poor Lav/ officials.
1 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12l43/3773a/2 April 184-3.
2 Dr. Boulger to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12315/14716a/20 December 1843.
3 The PLCs to the Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12315/l47l6a/1 January 1844.
4 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12315/559^/15 January 1844.
3 Edward Boulger to the PLB: PRO MH12 123l6/3303a/23 February 1847.
6 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 123l6/3303a/2 March 1847.
7 Godstone Union to PLB: PRO MH12 123l6/2832a/29 March 1847.
8 Dr. Griffin, the Chairman, of the Poor Law Medical Relief Association, 
also claimed in 1861 that Relieving Officers forced people to go 
into hospital to save the fees - Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 3^2.
A great deal of time, energy and temper was expended in arguments 
over the admissibility of claims for the treatment of fractures# At 
Dorking, a medical officer claimed fees for treating a fractured 
patella and a fractured pharynx under Article 10 of the 184-2 medical
A
Order, but the Commissioners ruled that such fractures were not
covered by the article# Sometimes, problems arose over what
constituted fee-able treatment# Dr# Boulger of Godstone was refused
a fee for treating a man with fractured ribs because the operation
3 & 4-only required manipulation and not the use of the scalpel.
Brook Fishley of Guildford Union clashed with his board of guardians 
and the central authority over his claim to a fee for treating a mam 
with a fractured leg# Fishley treated the man for some time after his
5
accident and assisted at the amputation of the limb, but the central 
authority disallowed his claim as he had not personally carried out
g
the operation. Although all these decisions were correct according 
to the existing regulations, they appeared to be unfair to the medical 
officers concerned and must have caused considerable resentment#
Midwifery fees often led to similar disputes and a sense of 
frustration and anger on the part of the medical officers. The economy 
faction of the Godstone Guardians led by Edward Kelsey tried to prevent 
Dr. Boulger receiving a midwifery fee in 184-3 because although he had 
visited the patient three times and provided medicine tv/ice, he had
7
not actually delivered the baby.' On this occasion, after a major 
quarrel, the board of guardians voted Boulger his fee by seven votes
g
to five. Sometimes, the local guardians took their adherence to the
1 Dorking Union to the PLCs:
2 The PLCs to Dorking Union:
3 Godstone Union to the PLCs
4- The PLCs to Godstone Union
3 Guildford Union to the PLB
6 The PLB to Guildford Union
7 Godstone Union to the PLCs
8 Godstone Union to the PLCs
PRO MH12 12221/l3130aA September l8¥f. 
PRO MH12 12221/13150a/7 September l8¥f. 
PRO MH12 12313/13218a/18 November 184-3. 
PRO MH12 12313/13218a/21 November 184-3# 
PRO MH12 12336/37176/3 August 1830.
PRO MH12 12336/37176/17 August 1830.
PRO MH12 12313/113630/19 September l8*f3. 
PRO MH12 12313/11923a/7 October 184-3.
strict letter of the regulations to extremes. Dr. Shorthouse complained 
that . Epsom Guardians would not pay him a midwifery fee after he 
had saved the life of Mary Whitmore who had been in the last stages 
of collapse with a placental presentation and severe hemorrhaging on 
the grounds that no order had beenissued and that in their opinion the
p
woman was not a pauper. The Select Committee of l8f& had ruled that
3
medical officers had no legal remedy in such cases.
One of the greatest weaknesses of the l8*f2 regulations was their 
failure to authorise the payment of consultancy fees when a second 
opinion or assistance was required. The order stipulated that no 
payment could be made for operations unless ’the surgeon had previously 
obtained at his own cost the advice-of a member of the Royal College 
of Surgeons or Physicians, and could produce a certificate to show 
that the operation was necessary. As this was an expensive procedure, 
few medical officers ever complied with it. In i860, Dr. Boulger
of Godstone Union asked to be reimbursed for a fee he had paid to his
colleague, Dr. Thompson, for helping him with an extremely difficult 
midwifery case. On this occasion, the board of guardians was in
favour of such a payment being made but felt that the regulations did
if
not allow it. Inspector Pigott advised the Poor Law Board to exercise 
the greatest circumspection in the matter lest they create an important
5
precedent for the future. The central authority ruled that only one 
fee could be paid but that there was no reason why the guardians should 
not grant Dr. Boulger a gratuity for his services which would cover 
the cost of the second opinion. In 1867, Joseph Rogers, the medical
/
1 Dr* Shorthouse to the PLB: PRO MH12 1122*1-1/39660/25 October 1858.
2 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1122^1/^17/^ November 1858.
3 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 381.
4 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/10366/26 March i860.
5 Signed note on the back of the above.
6 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12318/10366/12 April i860.
officer of the Strand workhouse, called in another doctor as a 
consultant in a difficult midwifery case which involved two and a half 
hours of skilled treatment. As a result, Rogers asked for additional 
remuneration and was granted the usual midwifery fee of a guinea, 
plus £3 3s Od for the consultant and 10s 6d for the assistant doctor. 
Rogers, believing this to be an important precedent, insisted that the 
Lancet publish a full report of the affair so that other Poor Law 
medical officers would be able to make similar claims.
Dr. Boulger was not the only Surrey medical officer who believed
that the guardians were conspiring to deprive their doctors of the
opportunity to earn fees. Dr. Yate of Hambledon complained that he
and.his colleagues were being prevented from earning midwifery fees
2
because the guardians were employing untrained midwives. Although
the central authority promised to follow up this complaint, there is
no evidence that they did so and Yate received no answer to his question
about the legality of the use of midwives. Once again, this was not
a problem peculiar to Surrey, the Poor Law Chronicle drew attention to
the fact that medical officers were often disappointed at the
infrequency with which they were summoned to attend births and that
midwives were being ..hired to take their place for as little as 7s 6d 
3per case.
Although demands on the part of medical officers for higher
remuneration continued throughout the ’forties little progress was 
if
made. In fact, there was a tendency on the part of many boards of 
guardians to reduce salaries on the grounds that the price of food was 
falling. Reigate Guardians requested the Poor Law Commissioners*
permission to reduce their medical officers* salaries by £20 p.a. in
5 61844. On learning the grounds for their request, the central
1 Letter dated 9 January 1867, the Lancet, 19 January 1867, Vol. i, p 99*
2 Frederick Yate to the PLB: PRO MH12 12372/36^06/22 September 1856.
3 The Poor Law Chronicle, 7 October 1865, p 65*
4 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., pp 101-105.
5 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12576/240a/6 January l8¥f.
6 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PEO MH12 12576/70%/18 January 18hbm
authority refused its sanction, arguing that salaries should not
fluctuate in this way. ; - In this, they were repeating almost word for
word their statement in their ninth annual report that salaries ought
not to be regulated by temporary changes in the price of provisions
and observing that they had not heard.of boards of guardians proposing
to augment salaries on account of temporary increases in prices. They
continued, *We think that in many parts of the country, instead of
salaries of Medical Officers demanding reduction, the rates are too
low to enable the Medical Officer consistently with fair remuneration
for his labour and expenditure, to bestow on pauper patients the
amount of care and medicines which the Guardians profess to ensure
2
them by a medical order.*
The Consolidated General Order of 184-7 did nothing to improve 
the salary situation. It merely reiterated the regulations against
3
appointment by tender and introduced a slightly improved scale of fees. 
The country was still characterised by a *lack of uniformity in the 
payment of medical salaries, occasioned by variations in local 
characteristics and the obscurantist differences of opinion among
if
Guardians.* Miss Hodgkinson uses Hambledon Union as an example of 
salary stagnation during the * forties and claims that *remuneration
5
remained stationary.* No doubt \ Hambledon Guardians paid their 
medical officers less than other Surrey Unions, but they were not quite 
as reactionary as Miss Hodgkinson suggests. The Hambledon officers*
g
aggregate salaries were raised from a miserable £95 p.a. to a rathern g
more respectable £225 p.a. in 184-3 and to £270 p.a. in 184-8. In
1 The PLCs to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12576/704-a/9 February 1844-.
2 9 PLCs (l843) p 31.
3 Consolidated General Order, 24- July 184-7, Article 177.
4- Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 104-.
5 Ibid, p 104-.
6 KRO BG7/11/1, p 313 - 22 February 184-1.
7 Ibidj p 4-33 - 20 March 184-3.
8 KRO BG7/11/2, p 34-1 - 7 February 184-8.
in England and Wales in 1844-5
County Population
Bedford 107,936
Berkshire 161,14-7
Bucks. 153,983
Cambridge 164-, 4-59
Chester 395,660
Cornwall 34-1,279
Cumberland 178,038
Derby 272,217
Devon 533,460
Dorset - 173,04-3
Durham 324,284
Essex 344,979
Gloucester;; 4-31,383
Hertford 157,207
Hereford 113,878
Huntingdon 59,34-9
Kent 34-8,337
Lancashire 667,054-
Leicester 215,867
Lincoln 362,602
Middlesex 1,576,636
Monmouth 134,335
Norfolk 412,664
Northants. 199,228
Northumber­
land 250,278
Notts. 249,910
Oxford 161,643
Rutland 21,302
Salop 239,048
Somerset 435,982
Southampton 355,004
Stafford 510,504
Suffolk 315,073
Surrey 582,678
Sussex 299,753
Warwick 401,715
Westmorland 56,454
Wilts. 258,733
Worcester 233,336
York:
E. Riding 233,257
N. Riding 204,122
W. Riding 1,154,101
TOTAL 14,995,138
Number
of Salaries
Officers
£
m 1,348
46 3,297
42 1,945
34 1,782
45 2,228
67 2,168
35 790
39 1,145
146 4,627
51 2,912
52 1,370
80 4,532
57 3,358
42 2,130
25 1,575
10 624
98 5,883
120 5,214
47 2,375
99 3,375
92 6,921
24 898
108 4,870
52 2,710
53 1,249
52 1,943
42 2,548
8 308
58 2,245
111 5,661
76 4,483
73 2,793
87 4,852
80 5,022
85 3,973
42 4,661
11 boo
69 4,131
59 2,974
53 1,374
154 3,314
107 3,022
2,550 118,030
Allowance 
Average per Head
Salary of the
Population
£ d
70.9 3.0
71.7 4*9
46.3 3.9
52.4 2.6
49.5 1.7
32.4 1.5
22.6 1.1
29.4 1.0
31.7 2.1
57.1 4.0
26.3 1 .0
56.7 3.2
58.9 1.9
50.7 3.3
63.0 3.3
67.4 2.6
60.0 2 .6
43.5 0 .8
50.5 2.6
34.1 2 .2
75.2 1.1
37.4 1.6
45.1 2 .8
52.1 3.3
23.6 1 .2
37.4 1.9
60.7 3.8
38.5 3.5
38.7 2.3
51.0 3.1
59.0 3.0
38.3 1.3
55.8 3.7
67.8 2.1
46.7 3.2
111.0 2.8
36.4 1.7
59.9 3.8
50.4 3.1
25.9
oil X
1.4
a nCTTmp
28.2 0*6
46.3 1.9
Compiled from Appendices B6 and C of the Annual Report of the Poor Law 
Commissions, 1846.
fact, Table XXIII shows that rural Surrey’s average salary of £73«2-p.a.
was only bettered by Middlesex with an average of £75*2 p.a. In the
same way, Berkshire and Dorset were the only counties to surpass rural
Surrey’s average allowance to its medical officers of 3s 8d per head
2
of the population.
However, those seeking salary increases in the late ’forties usually
met O iwitht solid opposition from their boards of guardians. Dr.
Butler, the medical officer of the Guildford district, resigned in
1847 as he alleged that his workload had doubled since his appointment
3
while his salary remained:;the same. Dr. Parson, the Medical Officer 
of Godalming, supported his claim for more pay with undeniable proof 
of his increased duties: his case book showed that in 184-3 he had 
dealt with 871 cases, in 184-4- with 967* i*1 1843 with 991, in 1846 with
41,043, and in 1847 with 1,381. The guardians were unimpressed and
refused his request. When the Pbor Law Commissioners suggested that
the salary of Alfred Chandler, the Medical Officer for Shalford
5
district, should be raised to £20 p.a., Hambledon Board of
Guardians refused on the grounds that ’great care was originally taken 
in equalising the salaries of the Medical Officers with reference to 
the acreage and extent of population of each parish and other 
circumstances•* ^
1 See Table XXIII, > The sum of £73*2 p.a. does not take into
account the salaries paid to the Medical Officers in the 
Metropolitan Unions of Surrey.
2 See Table XXIII.
3 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12333/14578a/1 4 September 184-7.
4- KRO BG6/11/7, p 263 - 16 September 1848.
3 The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12371/13106a/1 December 1846.
6 KRO BG7/11/2, p 237 - 7 December 1846.
This may well have been the case at Hambledon, but it
certainly was not true of Godstone Union in 184-8 when the ex-officio
guardians* motion to raise each medical officer*s salary by £20 p.a.
due to the increase in the union*s population, was defeated by eleven 
1votes to three. Eventually, after an acrimonious debate, it was
2agreed to raise each medical officer*s salary by £10 p.a.. In
sanctioning the proposed increases the Poor Lav/ Board stated that
3’considering Mr, Boulger.’s services and position in his profession, 
and the extent of his District including the Workhouse, it would have
been more satisfactory to them if his salary had been fixed at a
4
larger amount,* They hoped that when the guardians came to reappraise 
their medical officers* salaries, they would ’see their way clear* to 
raising them further. Eight years went by before the guardians saw
5
their way clear and by that time the salary structure had changed out 
of all recognition:
District Salaries
1848 1836
Population
1836
Acreage
Western 
(Boulger 
+ W/h) £90 £78 1,543 14,600
Eastern
(Thompson) £60 £78 2,442 9,967
Northern
(Hubbert) £23 £38 10s 938 5,513
Southern
(Chapman) £35 £4-5 1,610 21,000
When the Poor Law Board received the union’s salary statement, it
immediately pointed out that the size and population of the Southern 
district were double those of the Northern district and yet the 
former’s medical officer received less salary than his colleague in the
1 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12316/1-1880/20 April 184-8.
2 Ibid.
3 The Medical Officer of the workhouse and the Western Division.
4- The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12316/12909/11 May 184-8.
3 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/17696/12 May 1836.
latter; although the population of the Eastern was much greater than
that of the Western district, the medical officer of the latter had to
cover a much larger area as well as looking after the workhouse
infirmary. The guardians explained these discrepancies by pointing
out that the medical officers of the Eastern and Southern districts
were non-resident as therer were no qualified doctors resident in
either area and each had several miles to travel before reaching his 
2
district. Undeterred, the Poor Law Board pointed out that even 
accepting that the non-resident medical officers*^salaries needed to 
be greater than the residents1, the resident medical officers* salaries 
did not make sense as the medical officer of the Western division was 
being paid at a rate of 6d per head of the population while his 
colleague in the Southern district was only receiving 4|d per head,^
As a result, the Southern district*s medical officer^ salary was
4raised to £55 17s 6d p,a,. Although this was a fortunate result for 
Dr, Chapman, it did nothing to put right Dr, Boulger*s loss of pay and 
prestige.
Hov/ever, there appears to have been a gradual change in the 
Surrey Guardians* attitude during the course of the later *fifties.
In 1855* Dr, Gall, the Medical Officer for Ripley district in Guildford 
Union, resigned asserting that he could not afford to buy good quality
5
medicines on the salary he received. In this he was supported by 
Mr. Stedman, one of the ex-officio guardians, who wrote to the Poor 
Lav; Board putting his case. On enquiring, the central authority learnt 
that Gall had only asked for an additional £10 p.a. to raise his salary
n
from £50 to £60 p.a.. Colonel Pigott, the district inspector, suggested
1 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12318/17696/28 May 1856.
2 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/2463^/15 June 1856.
3 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12318/24632/31 July 1856.
4 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/33056/18 August 1856.
5 KRO BG6/11/11, p 133 - 25 August 1855.
6 Mr. Stedman to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/36866/10 October 1855.
7 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/27272/13 October 1855.
in England and Wales in 1850~1
County
Population
1851
Bedford 112,379
Berks# 190,367
Bucks# 138,259
Cambridge 171,848
Chester 344,860
Cornwall 340,728
Cumberland 177,912
Derby 242,786
Devon 430,221
Dorset 167,874
Durham 326,055
Essex 320,818
Gloucester 330,562
Hereford 110,675
Hertford 176,173
Huntingdon 33,373
Kent 534.882
Lancaster 1,719,306
Leicester 202,232
Lincoln 356,347
Middlesex 846,207
Monmouth 150,222
Norfolk 343,277
Northants. 199,104
Northumber­
land 265,988
Notts* 270,719
Oxford 143,510
Rutland 23,130
Salop 191,032
Somerset 454,446
Southampton 268,989
Stafford 443,982
Suffolk 314,722
Surrey 323,238
Sussex 223,623
Warwick 338,244
Westmorland 56,469
Wilts. 223,246
Worcester 336,108
Yorks:
E. Riding 221,847
N# Riding 180,643
W. Riding 917,033
Wales 884,173
TOTAL 14,307,845
Number
of
Medical
Officers
185Q-1r
Salaries 
' 1850-1
Average
Salary
Allowance 
per Head of 
Population
£ £ d.p.h,
26 1,893 72.9 4.0
31 3,687 72.3 4.6
30 2,608 52.2 4.3
46 2,766 60.1 3.9
43 3,366 74.8 2.3
71 2,280 32.1 1.6
33 968 27.7 1.3
47 1,334 32.6 1.5
164 5,422 31.1 3.0
36 3,361 60.0 4.8
60 1,648 27.3 1.2
114 6,620 58.1 5.0
60 3,763 62.7 2.7
23 1,854 74.2 3.8
39 3,495 39.2 4.8
13 1,143 76.2 4.9
113 7,091 62.8 3.6
186 8,887 47.8 1.2
48 2,641 33.0 3.1
110 4,006 36.4 2.7
129 10,039 77.8 2.8
27 1,027 38.0 1.6
120 3,764 48.0 4.0
54 2,727 30.3 3.3
65 1,761 27.1 1.6
54 2,036 37-7 1.8
43 2,861 66.5 4.8
8 368 46.0 3.8
61 2,615 42.9 3.3
114 3,925 52.0 3.1
93 3,767 60.1 5.1
76 3,110 40.9 1.7
98 3,085 51.9 3.9
97 6,118 63.1 2.8
93 3,255 36.5 5.6
63 3,626 57.6 2.4
17 339 32.9 2.4
67 4,504 67.2 4.8
64 3,294 31.3 2.4
34 1,390 29.4 1.7
64 1,960 30.6 2.6
165 4,961 30.1 1.3
147 7,307 50.1 2.0
3,136 156,494 49.6 2.6
Compiled from *Return showing Number and Description of Officers employed1, 
B.P.P.6, 1849 and 1851.
"I
that the guardians compromise and offer Gall £55 p.a. but this proved
unnecessary as the guardians had thought again and voted Gall the £60
2pia* he had originally asked for.
The President of the Poor Lav/ Board told the House of Commons on
16th June, 1856 that *the salaries (of medical officers) were extremely
low and the Poor Law Board had great difficulty in inducing the Boards
3of Guardians to raise them.* However, not all:,his inspectors agreed
with him. Inspector Cane, for one, did not believe that medical officers
were underpaid and pointed out that there was still considerable
k
competition for Poor Law medical .posts. Inspector Austen suggested
that a successful Poor Lav; practice helped to build up a doctor*s
5
reputation and won him private patients. Indeed there is something to 
be said for these arguments. Doctors would not have applied for Poor 
Law posts unless they were able to obtain a tangible return whether in 
the form of money or good will. Few were sufficiently altruistic to 
undertake such onerous duties for purely humanitarian reasons. On the 
contrary, it is more likely that a profit was obtained by prescribing 
poor quality medicines and delegating much of the work to assistants.
The salaries paid by Surrey*s rural unions^ compare favourably
with those authorised by other rural authorities: in rural Derbyshire,
medical officers only received £20 to £22 p.a. for attending scattered
populations of 8,000-9*000 while £50 p.a. in Norfolk and £*f0 to £^5 p«a.
7
in Devon were regarded as normal.'
1 Colonel Pigott to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/27274/13 October 1855.
2 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/40623/3 November 1855.
3 Hansard (H of C), Vol. CXLII, 16 June 1856, col. 1494.
4 inspector Cane*s Report on the Medical Services of his District, 
1854, quoted by Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 393*
5 Ibid.
6 Compare Tables XXIII and XXIV.
7 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 396.
These trends continued, throughout the *sixties: the number of 
medical officers employed by the Surrey Unions increased as did the 
average size of their salaries, although these did not keep pace with 
the growth in population as the declining figure for payment per head 
of the population shows. In 1835-6, the Surrey medical officers 
received an allowance per head of the population of -4.3d, thereafter 
it fell to 3*8d in 1841 and 1851, to 3-7J in 1861 and finally to 
3.1d„in 1871.2
In 1859 the Poor Lav; Board asked medical officers and boards of 
guardians to comment on its feuggested New Arrangements for Medical 
Relief*1 Clause XII suggested that medical officers1 salaries should 
be revised every three years ' and fixed on the following basis:2
11. Not less than One Shilling and Sixpence per head upon the
average number of persons in the Parish in receipt of relief, 
in the "first week of January, and the first week of July 
each year.
2. Not less than One Shilling and Sixpence per case upon the 
number of cases attended in the Parish upon an average of the 
last three years,
3. An additional sum per case to be fixed by the Guardians, with 
the sanction of the Poor Lav; Board, as a remuneration in respect 
of the distance which the Medical Officer may have to travel in 
attending the sick poor or in:?respect of other local circumstances.*
These suggestions found little favour with either the Surrey Medical
Officers or the Boards of Guardians. At Epsom neither Dr. Stilwell,
if 5
the workhouse medical officer, nor the board of guardians wanted
1 See Table XXII.
2 Ibid.
3 Suggested Nev* Arrangement of Medical Relief, January 1859* P 11*
k Mr. Stilwell to the PLB: PRO MH12 122^1/23^5/19 January 1859.
5 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 122^1/5720/7 February 1859.
anything to do with the proposed scheme. None of the unions approved
of Clause III which suggested that each parish 1shall appoint (if
possible) two Medical Officers, between whom, the Poor, when sick,
shall be allowed to make choice, subject to this condition - that a
poor person who has been attended by one person shall not change to
another for a period of twelve months*1 Stilwell, like the other
Surrey Medical Officers, felt that such arrangements would lead to
’deception and constant complaint* as the poor would be constantly
changing from one doctor to another in search of greater medical relief*
Moreover, he pointed out that *The payment which is now scarcely
sufficient to enable one Medical man to do his duty - will be divided
2
so that neither will be satisfied.* Similar replies were sent by
. ij.
Dr. Boulger of Godstone, Dr. Eager of Guildford, Dr. Yate of,
r ^
Hambledon and Dr. Steele of Reigate. However, they were all - 
(including Dr. Eager*7 and Dr. Yate,^ acknowledged and enthusiastic 
members of Richard Griffin's Poor Law Medical Officers* Reform 
Association) in favour of the new mode of calculating salaries• On 
the other hand, the Surrey Guardians wanted to retain the established
method of calculating salaries although they too were opposed to the
' g
idea of having alternative medical officers in each parish. Dorking,
10 ' 11
Epsom and Richmond made this very clear in their replies to the 
circular while Kingston Guardians petitioned the Poor Law Board
1 Mr. Stilwell to the PLB: PRO MH12 12241/2345/19 January 1839.
2 Ibid.
3 Mr. Boulger to the PLB: PRO MH12 123l8/¥f8l/31 January 1839.
4 Mr. Eager to the PLB: PRO MH12 12359/3619/24 January 1839.
3 Mr. Yate to the PLB: PRO MH12 12374/2600/31 January 1839.
6 Mr. Steele to the PLB: PRO MH12 12379/698/7 January 1839.
7 Mr. Eager to Mr. Griffin (copy): PRO MH12 12339/3619/24 January 1839.
8 Mr. Yate to Mr. Griffin (copy): PRO MH12 1237V2600/31 January 1839.
9. Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/3833/26 January 1839.
10 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12241/3720/7 February 1839.
11 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12399/3049/22 January 1839.
against the proposed Medical Relief Bill of 28th March, i860 which 
incorporated most of the suggestions contained in the original 
circular.**
•The Suggested New Arrangements* opened some old wounds. Clause
XV proposed substituting three year contracts for the hard won
ppermanent contracts. This was opposed by all the medical officers
3who answered the Poor Law Board*s enquiries and surprisingly, by one
4board of guardians, that of Richmond. On the other hand, Guildford 
5
Guardians were in favour of the proposed three year contracts while 
Dorkingfs and EpsonS wanted to return to annual contracts•
When the i860 Medical Relief Bill was introduced,lit aroused
vigorous controvery: the House of Commons received 246petitions for
8
and 301 against the bill. Although members of parliament were
initially in favour, they changed their minds on receiving an avalanche
of highly critical letters from boards of guardians in their constit-
9
uencies and the bill was withdrawn on 5th May. Nevertheless, in spite 
of this crushing defeat, there were increasing signs that the guardians 
were prepared to grant their medical officers more liberal salaries. In
1 Kingston Union to the PLB (copy): KRO BG8/11/6, P 334 - 1 May i860.
2 See pp n<!-203
5 References to these letters on page 220
4 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12399/3049/22 January 1859.
5 KRO BG6/11/13, p 68 - 15 January 1859.
6 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/2833/26 January 1859.
7 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/3720/7 February 1859.
8 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 403; at least two of these petitions
emanated from Surrey; one from Epsom Union - Epsom Union to the PLB: 
PRO MH12 12241/14107/26 April i860; Kingston Union to the PLB: KRO 
BG8/11/6, p 336 - 1 May i860.
9 Ibid, p 404.
1858, Dr, Harris, the Medical Officer of Reigate*s Southern district, 
had his salary increased from £71 10s Od to £100 p,a, so that he could 
employ a qualified assistant to help him with his large district and 
set up extra medical depots where the poor could obtain medicines 
without having to walk long distances, A little later, in i860, Dr, 
Steele, the Medical Officer of Reigate*s Western district, had his 
salary raised from £60 to £80 p,a, on the grounds that the number of 
paupers in his district had greatly increased during his 26 years* 
service and that he could not.afford to keep a horse on his old 
salary.^
However, in spite of the guardians* increasing awareness of their
medical officer*s problems such as the long distances they had to
travel, the increasing cost of drugs and.the expanding populations
of their districts, and their slow but steady raising of their
salaries, few if any medical officers could subsist on their Poor Law
earnings alone. To enjoy a good standard of life they needed a
.flourishing private practice. In 1864, a young doctor of 25 was
appointed medical officer of Reigate*s Southern district at an annual
salary of £100, plus extras. However, on taking up residence in the
area, he found that the private practice was entirely in the hands of
the resident but only partially qualified Dr,;Chessall. In spite of what
was by contemporary standards a more than reasonable salary, Dr, Dade
had to resign at the end of his J'first year*s service to leave the area
4in search of better paid employment. As no other general practitioner 
could be found to take over the district, the *unqualified* Dr, Chessall 
was appointed.5
1 KRO BG9/11/6, p 198 - 13 April 1838.
2 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12580/3393V 1*- October i860.
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12582/13876/25 April 1864.
4 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12582/643/5 January 1865.
5 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12582/44-27/2 February 1865.
Although the Surrey district medical officers* working conditions
and status improved as a result of the change in the guardians*
attitude, their salaries did not keep pace with the increase in
population. As Dr. Edward Smith admitted in 1866 no principles had
been promulgated to gauge whether medical officers * salaries were fair
or not. Throughout the country, and certainly Surrey was no exception
in this respect, salaries were still determined by the law of supply
and demand. Non-resident doctors, for example, could obtain salaries
" 2out of all proportion to the size and population of their districts
while resident medical officers might have to make do with the same
salary for almost thirty years in spite of the growing size of their
workload* the rising cost of living and the increasing price of drugs.
Throughout the entire period from 183** to 1871, the central authority
avoided laying down criteria for salary assessment although it did
if
prevent salary reductions whenever it could and recommended salary..... .....
increases when it thought they were deserved. ;
1 Dr. Edward Smith: The Lancet, 1866, Vol. i. p 518.
2 See p 1I7
3 See p
k See p US
3 See p
(d) MEDICINES AND EXTRAS
Medical officers were expected to provide *all medicines .....
together with Leeches, Cuppings, Vaccinations ..... and all Instruments
(except Trusses) and other remedies for the treatment and cure of 
1disease*1 Due to their inadequate salaries, medical officers were
tempted to supply the poor ■■with *a worse description of drugs than
2
could be safely applied to private patients** Robert Ceely, a member
of the Provincial Medical and Surgical Association, admitted that he
and his colleagues were offered adulterated drugs at cheap rates
3
specifically for use with paupers* He.like many other doctors felt 
that the supply of drugs should be separated from attendance upon 
patients, but only a few boards of guardians like those at Norwich 
and Sheffield adopted this system. Expensive drugs like quinine which 
cost from 10s 6d to 12s an ounce were rarely prescribed at this time.
The increasing cost of medicines and the refusal of boards of
guardians to buy stocks of expensive drugs constantly caused friction
between the Surrey Medical Officers and;their employers. In 1848,
Dr. Gall, the Guildford Workhouse Medical Officer, resigned because he
alleged that he could not afford to buy ;;fche medicines the inmates
6required on the salary he was paid. The guardians refused to increase
7his salary even though the Poor Law Board supported his claim.f His 
successor, Dr. Richard Eager, was soon in similar difficulties and
asked for an .increase in salary in 1849 so that he could buy more
8expensive remedies than 1 Epsom Salts, Magnesia and Saltpetre.1
1 KRO BG7/11/1, p 2 - 11 April 1836.
2 A. Power, Assistant Commissioner, evidence, Select Committee, 1838, 
quoted in Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 121.
3 Ceely R.j evidence, Select Committee, 1838, quoted in Hodgkinson R., 
op. cit., p 121.
4 Hodgkins.on R., op. cit., p 121.
3 Ibid, p 122..
6 KRO BG6/11/7, p 231 - 26 August 1848.
7 PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12336/8849/1 April 1848.
8 Dr. Eager to the Guildford Union: KRO BG6/11/8, p 109 - 
28 September 1849.
One drug more than any other - cod liver oil - served as a focus
for this controversy* In 1849, Dr. Taylor, ;bne of the Hambledon medical
officers, asked his board of guardians to purchase a quantity of *a
new medicine called Cod Liver Oil, as an antidote in cases of consumption
and scrofula1, but the guardians did not feel that 'they were at
liberty to comply with his request.* When, in 1833* Dr. Cox, the
Kingston Workhouse Medical Officer, suggested that the guardians buy
a stock of cod liver oil, they referred his proposal to the Poor Law 
2
Board. The central authority ruled that the medicine had to be paid
3
for by the medical officer, but that there was no reason why his
salary should hot be raised to cover his increased costs. However, the
board of guardians preferred to buy a stock of cod liver oil which they
' L
allowed their medical officers to purchase at cost price. A few
months later, they were able to report the success of this experiment
5
to the Poor Law Board. Unfortunately,, the other Surrey Unions did not
emulate them and ease their medical officers* financial problems by
introducing similar schemes. Eventually, in 1838, Dorking Guardians
provided a store of cod liver oil for their medical officers to draw
on, but it was some timerbefore any of the other unions copied them.
In fact, Ruth Hodgkinson believes that before i860 there were only 46
unions in the country where medicines were provided by boards of 
7
guardians.
1 KRO BG7/11/3, p 19 - 4 June 1849.
2 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12393/4449/2 February 1833.
3 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12393/4449/21 February 1833.
4 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12393/11934/14 April 1833.
5 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12393/30772/12 August 1833.
6 KRO BG2/11/6, p 276 - 11 November 1838.
7 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 366.
In 1861, Reigate Guardians asked the central authority whether
they were allowed to supply cod liver oil from their own resources
1or whether this was their medical officer*s duty. On being told
that the provision of drugs was their medical officers responsibility
2the guardians took no further interest m  the matter. Richmond
Guardians, however, did not allow a similar rebuff in 1862 to prevent
them providing a store of medicines for the useaof their medical 
3
officers. The British Medical Association and the Poor Law Medical
Association petitioned the Select Committee of 1862 to persuade boards
of guardians to furnish medicines like cod liver oil, linseed oil and 
4
leeches. Under relentless pressure from the Metropolitan Poor Law
Medical Officers Association, the guardians of St* Giles, St. Pancras
5and St..Mary Newington gave way and bought supplies of drugs. Then,
in 1865, the Poor Lav/ Board rather reluctantly issued a circular
recommending that cod liver oil and other costly medicines be provided
6at the expense of the guardians. However, they were not prepared to 
make such arrangements compulsory, fearing that difficulty and 
embarrassment might arise from a compulsory interference with arrange-
7ments for medical relief, v/hich are in force under existing contracts.*
As a result, 401 unions decided to adopt the recommendation while a
8further 225 stated that they preferred not to do so. This recommendation
was strongly supported by Dr. Edward Smith, Dr. H. W. Rumsey and other
9leading medical authorities.
1 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12580/31757/27 September 1861.
2 Reigate Union.to the PLB: PRO MH12 12580/31757/7 October 1861.
3 KRO BG10/11/8, p 191 - 13 March 1862.
4 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., pp 3&6-7*
5 Ibid. .
6 Poor Law Circular, 12 April 1865, Glen W. C., op. cit., p 207.
7 Ibid. .
8 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 368.
9 Ibid.
Most of the remaining Surrey Unions immediately took the
1 2opportunity to procure stocks of expensive drugs* Farnham, Guildford,
Reigate^  and Richmond^ Unions either established or extended their
5 6stocks of drugs in 1865 while Chertsey^ and Hambledon followed suit in 
1866* Godstone adopted the scheme in 1869*^  Indeed by 1870, all the 
Surrey Unions were providing stocks of quinine and cod liver oil and
in a few instances more unusual medicines such as bromide of potassium,
8a particularly expensive drug used in the treatment of epilepsy*
The difficulties medical officers encountered in persuading their
boards of guardians:that they needed more money to buy good quality
drugs were as nothing compared : vdth the problems they faced in convincing
them that the poor needed building up with good quality foods and drink
if they were to overcome the after effects of disease* In 184-8, Thomas
Wakley accurately described the situation facing most medical officers:
fIn many districts, in a great majority of cases, when (a medical
officer) visited a destitute person, ;he found him in a state of disorder
arising not from any positive disease but from want of food* The duty
i 9
of the Medical Officer then was •••*• to order proper nourishment
Moreover, *If a Medical Officer was what was called "Liberal” of these
10orders for nourishment, he ;speedily lost favour with the Guardians*1
1 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/10446/5 April 1865.
2 KRO BG6/11/15, p 327 - 6 May 1865.
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12580/17301/11 May 1865.
4- Richmond Union to the PLB: KRO BG1Q/11/9, p 69 - 27 April 1865.
5 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12151/27086/27 June 1866.
6 KRO BG7/11/6, p 83 - 9 April 1866.
7 KRO BG5/11/12, p 166 - 1 January 1869.
8 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1234-2/31231/11 July 1871.
9 Hansard, Vol* XVII, 3^J series, 16 March 184-8*
10 Ibid.
Worse still, a poor person could only receive such food if the medical
officer's order was confirmed by the relieving officer - this regulation
1often created great friction between the officers* According to the 
Official Circular of June 1850 a medical officer was not authorised to 
order a supply of food for any sick pauper in his care but had to inform 
the relieving officer of the particular items he considered to be 
necessary* If the relieving officer on his own authority refused to 
supply the food prescribed by the medical/officer he was required to 
justify his action at the next board of guardians meeting*
2
Practice varied widely throughout the country* Charles Kingsley
maintained that insufficient medical comforts were provided* He claimed
that friction existed between the guardians and medical officers in
almost every rural union for this reason and that the guardians
deliberately chose medical officers whom they could count on to prescribe
2
few extras* In 1837 Godstone Guardians complained about 'the 
indiscriminate extent of wine and diet ordered in the Medical Relief
4
book to the Outdoor Paupers** Two years later, there was another storm
of criticism which led Dr. Thompson, the medical officer for the Eastern
district, to ask the guardians 'whether he should order nourishment (only)
for those to whom it was absolutely necessary or as he should in private 
5practice.' He observed that in many cases recovery was retarded for 
many weeks by lack of nourishing food* He believed that 'animal broth' 
was required in most cases as it speeded recovery and prolonged life*
The guardians bowed to his professional expertise and left such
decisions to his discretion. This was a considerable victory for the 
Godstone medical officers as they had established, at least for the 
time being, that the provision of nourishing food was as important to 
the recovery of their patients as the supply of medicines. Much later,
1 See pp 2fl0-&
2 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., pp 360-363*
3 Ibid, pp 360-361.
4 KRO BG5/11/2, p 1 - 8 December 1837*
5 KRO BG5/11/4, p 393 - 13 November 1839-
Reigate Guardians challenged their medical officer*s right to
prescribe food rather than medicine in the treatment of a patient,
but after considerable discussion they too decided to leave such
1decisions in the. hands of the medical officers.
Similarly, many boards of guardians criticised their medical
officers for ordering what they considered to be excessive quantities
of mutton or wine* 1 Hambledon Guardians rebuked Dr. Yates, their
experienced and respected medical officer for *a considerable increase
both in the number of orders for extra medical relief and the quantities
2of extras so ordered.1 Not long afterwards, Dr. Taylor, the Medical
Officer of Shalford, lost his temper-on being similarly reprimanded and
3
sent fa personally offensive letter* to the guardians which led to his
4resignation. Dr. Sargant, the Medical Officer for Reigate*s Eastern
district, was tv/ice called before the guardians to explain his *lavish*
5 & 6orders of mutton and wine. In the end, . Reigate Guardians
reduced their expenses by buying a large stock of wine from which the
7paupers could be supplied.- Ghertsey Guardians had anticipated
this move by several years.^ On the other hand, a few years later,
they passed a resolution against the use of wine in the treatment of 
g
paupers. Dr.jChaldecott, the workhouse medical officer, refused to
be intimidated and insisted, *1 must necessarily continue to order at
discretion what I consider to be requisite for the treatment of the 
10sick poor.* The board accepted this reply with ill grace reminding
1 KRO BG9/11/3, p 165 - 17 January ,1866.
2 KRO BG7/11/3, P 233 -29 May 1852U
3 Ibid, p 25^ - - 26 December 185^ *«
k Ibid, p 253 - 8 January 185^ .
5 KRO BG9/11/6, p 203 - 20 April 1858.
6 KRO BG9/11/7, P 391 - 20 January 1864-.
7 KRO BG9/11/8, p 87 - 10 May 1865.
8 KRO BG1/11/7, p 19^ - 3 June i860.
9 KRO BG1/11/8, p 329 - 12 June 1866.
10 Ibid, p 333 - 26 June 1866.
-1
him of 1 the extraordinary increase in the charges for the sick poor.1
During the 1860s, there was mounting criticism of the medical
officer^ alleged /extravagance*. Richmond Guardians, for instance,
found time in the middle of the 1866-7 cholera epidemic to castigate
the medical officer of the Mortlake district for issuing too many 
2orders for mutton. Kingston Guardians criticised their medical
3 ■officers as a group for granting too many extras. Boards of guardians 
sometimes used the fact that medical officers differed in the amount of 
sustenance they ordered to try and impose restrictions on the more 
generous officers. When two Guildford medical officers, Dr.:Taylor 
and Dr. Schollick, applied for increases in salary in 1869, the local 
guardians established a special committee to look into their claims.
The committee pointed out that Dr. Schollick prescribed larger 
quantities of liquor and stimulants for his patients than the other
if
Guildford medical officers and demanded that *some check* be applied.
Generally, jin spite of their protests and complaints, the Surrey
Boards of Guardians confirmed their medical officers* orders. It may
be, as has been alleged, that the doctors were reverting to the old 
5system of relief. It has been argued that *the doctor*s mutton and
6brandy was a fertile origin of permanent pauperism.* On the other
hand, experts like Ruth Hodgkinson believe that the medical officers
were trying to prevent disease by building up their patients* strength
but that their efforts were largely defeated by the boards of guardians*
7reluctance to supply the extra quantities of food required.' It is
1 Ibid.
2 KRO BG10/11/9, p 412 - 2 May 1867.
3 KRO BG8/11/10, pp 315-317 - 16 November 1869.
4 KRO BG6/11/16, p 373 - 12 December 1868.
3 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., pp 361-3*
6 Ibid.
7 Ibid, p 324 and p 333*
likely nonetheless that the amount of extras given in most unions was
very large. Indeed, Dr. H. W. Rumsey suggested that the medical
2
officers often substituted comforts for expensive drugs. Certainly,
as Dr.; Edward Smith confirmed, the supply of foodstuffs to pauper
patients remained a major source of disagreement between boards of
3
guardians and their medical officers.
1 Ibid, p 363
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
(e) THE DISTRICT MEDICAL SERVICED DEFICIENCIES
When the unions were first established, it was sufficient for a
doctor to be qualified under the Apothecaries Act of 1815* A survey
of medical officers* qualifications in 1835*6 showed that only 930 out
of 1,830 officers were qualified in both medicine and surgery. The
British Medical Association and the Provincial Medical and Surgical
Association were:united in demanding that medical officers should be
3
doubly qualified as physicians and surgeons. The Commissioners
heeded their advice and issued a General Medical Order on 12th March,
184-2, making the possession of double qualifications obligatory. This
order caused the Surrey Unions some embarrassment although they were
able to make use of the clause which stipulated that unions could retain
the services of ’unqualified* medical officers with the Commissioners*
permission. As a result, Dorking and Hambledon Unions were able to 
4- 5
employ Dr. James and Dr. Ray who lacked surgical qualifications. In 
the period that followed, some unions like Reigate and Richmond still 
found it necessary to appoint unqualified medical officers. John 
Burnett was appointed Medical Officer of Reigate*s Lower Southern 
district in 1852 on the reasonable grounds that he was the only 
resident physician. However, it is curious that the Poor Law Board 
sanctioned the appointment of James Campbell Smart as Richmond*s
Workhouse Medical Officer in 1852 when it was clear that he lacked a
7 8surgical qualification and had been elected illegally. It is difficult
to believe that the guardians would have had any difficulty obtaining the
1 35 Geo III c. 194.
2 A Statement of the Number of Medical Officers employed under the 
Regulations of the Poor Law Commissioners specifying the qualifications 
under which they act and the number of years which they have 
severally been in practice; 3 PLCs. (1837) P 215*
3 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., pp 68-70.
4 Dorking Union to the PLCs; PRO MH12 12221/1 l69a/4 February 184-3*
3 KRO BG7/11/2, p 12 - 3 June 184-3.
6 KRO BG9/11/5. P 179 * 24 March 1852.
7 Richmond Union to the PLB; PRO MH12 12399/324-1/23 January 1832.
8 Richmond Union to the PLB; PRO MH12 12599/44-30/3 Feburary 1852.
services of a suitably qualified medical officer if they had publicly 
advertised the post as the regulations required; the Poor Law Boardfs 
failure to impose its own rules smacks of undue deference to the wishes 
of a powerful and influential body of guardians*
A
The Medical Qualification Act of 1838 clearly distinguished
between the qualified and the unqualified by requiring general
2practitioners to enroll on the Medical Register. The Poor Law Board 
immediately warned their medical officers to take the necessary steps 
to qualify themselves if they wished to continue in office. Further, 
on 10th October, 1839» the Board issued an order stating that all 
medical officers had to possess both medical and surgical qualifications. 
There were still some occasions, however, when Surrey Unions found them­
selves forced to employ unqualified officers, who had to be appointed
3
annually by special minute:,* Dr. Chessall was appointed Medical
Officer of Reigate*s Southern district inil863 because he was the only
4doctor living in the area and was supported by a memorial from the
ratepayers of Horley. The latter seem to have regarded his annual re-
election as an insult to their community and in 1870 demanded that
5
his appointment be made permanent. The Poor Law Board refused to 
6
sanction this, but local honour was satisfied when Chessall obtained 
the necessary surgical qualification and was granted a permanent
n
appointment in 1871. In the same way, Kingston Guardians sponsored 
the appointment of Dr. Gunther, an unqualified doctor, as Medical Officer 
of Hampton Wick, as this area had had non-resident doctors for many years.
1 21 and 22 Vic c. 90.
2 Ibid, section 27*
3 General Medical Order, 10 December 1839*
4 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12382/4427/2 February 1863.
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12384/10137/24 February 1870.
6 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12384/10137/3 March 1870.
7 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12384/13284/23 March 1871.
8 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12399/21709/8 June 1863; see p
The employment of non-resident medical officers often meant that
the poor in outlying districts had great difficulty obtaining medical
treatment and supplies. The people of Windlesham in Chertsey Union
complained that they had to send to Chobham for their medicine as their
medical officer was non-resident, while the poor of Banstead pointed
out that Dr. Lawrence, their medical officer, lived at Carshalton which
was four ;to five miles from the nearest part of their parish and up to
2nine miles from its extremes. They wanted a local practitioner, a Dr. 
Cory, to be appointed, but the guardians preferred to increase the non­
resident doctorfs salary on the understanding that he maintained a
•3
medicine chest at Banstead and made up medicines on the spot. This
4
only postponed Lawrence*s departure as he resigned when a whole
5
series of charges were levelled against him. Even though the parish-
c
ioners memorialized the board of guardians once more, Dr. Cory was
passed over again and another non-resident doctor, Mr. George Stilwell,
7 8appointed. In spite of oft repeated local opposition, the Poor Lav/
Board approved Stilwell*s appointment and sanctioned an increase in
9
salary from £50 to £70 p.a.. Stilwell v/as reappointed each year until
1 KRO BG1/11/1, p 108 - 2 August 1836.
2 Banstead Parish to the PLB: PRO MH12 12240/46291/21 December 1854.
3 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12240/1525/10 January 1855*
4 KRO BG3/11/8, p 144 - 5 December 1855.
5 KRO BG3/11/8, p 93 - 4 July 1855 - copies sent to the PLB.
p 112 - 5 September 1855* 
p 116 - 12 September 1855* 
p 138 - 14 November 1855*
6 Ibid, p 154 - 2 January 1856.
7 Ibid, p 166 - 30 January 1856.
8 Banstead Parish to the PLB: PRO ME12 12240/32152/13 August 1853*
33258/12 September 1853* 
3108/23 January 1856.
4307/6 February 1856.
9 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12240/6101/29 February 1856.
1861 when a doctor called Joseph Ayre moved into the area and 
qualified for the post.
The shortage of qualified doctors forced many Surrey Unions to 
appoint non-resident medical officers. Arthur Stedman, for example, 
was employed from 1867 to 1871 as Medical Officer of Effingham,
Dorking Union, as he was the nearest doctor to the district. The 
long-suffering inhabitants of Godstone’s Northern district had to put 
up with non-resident doctors from 1834 to 1864 and from 1867 to 1871.^
4Harabledon Guardians had to pass special minutes annually from
5 6 71857 to 1871 so that Frederick Yate and the Butlers, father and son/
could act as non-resident medical officers. Even Kingston Union
suffered from a lack of general practitioners: Hampton Wick was served
g
by a non-resident officer from 1855 to 1865 as was Teddington from 1855
to 1860.^ At Reigate, in 1854, the Lower Southern district had to be
broken up because there was no locally based general practitioners 
10available: the parishes of Horley and Charlwood were farmed out to
non-resident medical officers for the rest of the period. Dr. Griffin,
the Secretary of the Poor Law Medical Reform Association, stated in
1861 that the regulations on qualifications and residence were not being 
11observed. 1*043 medical officers, a third of the total number, were 
non-resident and 73 of them lived between six and twenty miles away from 
their districts.
1 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12241/2388/14 January 1861.
2 Dorking Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12223/36113/21 September 1867.
3 See p 2.H-17
4 In compliance with Article 4 of the Medical Order, 25 May 1857*
5 KRO BG7/11/4, p 44 - 31 May 1858.
6 Ibid, p 3 - 4 January 1858:s.. \ William Butler appointed.
7 KRO BG7/11/5* P 190 - 28 September 1844: Thomas Butler appointed.
8 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12394/10767/4 April 1853 and 
12399/14314/27 April 1865*
9 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12394/10767/4 April 1853 and 
12397/11001/7 April i860.
10 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/117091/6 April 1854.
11 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 342.

Another fundamental problem that seriously affected the quality
of the Poor Law medical services was the part played by deputy or
assistant medical officers. One of the very first instructional
letters from the Poor Law Commissioners stated that a medical officer
was ’responsible for the proper performance of his contract, by
himself or his agent*, but admitted that ’The Board cannot require the
1personal attendance of the medical officer.* This admission opened 
the way to the use of qualified andiunqualified assistants. In rural 
areas, general practitioners tended to take .on large numbers of
p
apprentices as they were regarded as ideal tutors for would-be doctors.
A deputation from the British Medical Association in April 1839 asked:
’Should the lives of the poor be entrusted to the care of the
3
inexperienced andbhalf educated?* There is some evidence that the
quality of the Surrey Poor Law medical services suffered as a result
of the use of unqualified assistants. In 1848, Dr. Hampton, the
Medical Officer for Horley, Charlwood and Leigh in Reigate Union,
entrusted the treatment of John Skeete to his assistant. The assistant
examined Skeete’s badly swollen foot, prescribed treatment by poultices
and ignored the patient thereafter. Five weeks later, Skeete’s leg was
so swollen and painful that he had to call in a neighbouring medical
officer, who opened the leg and drained away the poisonous matter.
Even after being informed of the operation, the assistant did not
4bother to visit Skeete for another three weeks. Hampton was suspended 
for neglect and resigned when the guardians refused to accept his 
defence that the pauper had lied about the number of visits his 
assistant had made.^ ^  ^
1 Quoted in Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 138.
2 Ibid, p 139.
3 Ibid.
4 Reigate Union to the Poor Lav/ Commissioners: PRO MH12 12376/16130/
1 June 1848.
5 Reigate Union to the Poor Law Commissioners: PRO MH12 12376/17470/ 
14 June 1848.
6 Reigate Union to the Poor Law Commissioners: PRO MH12 12376/20144/ 
14 July 1848.
Article 199 of the Consolidated Order of 1847 made it clear that
medical officers were required to visit their patients in person.
Deputies, who were legally qualified practitioners, might only
substitute for a medical officer during his illness, absence or in
1
exceptional circumstances. Equally, a medical officer could not
2delegate his general duties to his assistant,ihowever well qualified.
Moreover, a medical officer was responsible for the actions of either
class of surrogate when they acted for him. There is little doubt
that many Surrey Medical Officers like Dr. Clarke of Sutton in Epsom
Union, ignored these regulations and delegated most of their Poor Lav/
3
practice to their assistants. Sometimes, assistants made fatal
mistakes: Mrs. Eggleton of Long Ditton died after being given the
4wrong medicine by an unqualified assistant. The Reverend Kerrick of 
Caterham informed the Poor Law Board that one of his parishioners had
5
been permanently maimed by the medical officer*s assistant. Emma Noel 
of Aldershot died after being moved to Farnham Infirmary on the orders
g
of an unqualified assistant, while Dr. Steele of Reigate was reprimanded
7for allowing his unqualified son to vaccinate paupers.
In June 1868, the Poor Law Board sent a circular to all medical 
officers asking them:whether they employed assistants. As a result, 
tv/o of Hambledon*s six medical officers admitted employing unqualified
g
assistants in'their practices. Dr. Yate, one of Surrey*s most able and 
experienced medical officers, probably spoke for most of his colleagues 
when he protested against the Poor Law Board*s attack upon the use of
1 Article 200 of the Consolidated General Order.
2 Ibid, Article 198.
3 KRO BG3/11/8, p 16 - 22 November 1854.
4 KRO BG8/11/4, pp 151/2 - 3 June 1851.
5 The Rev. Kerrick to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/49678/20 December 1858.
6 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/20321/22 May 1865.
7 KRO BG9/11/9, P 142 - 28 July 1869.
8 KRO BG7/11/6, p 361 - 29 June 1868.
assistants and concluded: *It is a pity to try to make the Poor
'I
dissatisfied when in reality they are not so if left alone.* John
Dade, the medical officer of Reigate*s Southern district, was
reprimanded in 1863 for employing unqualified assistants in his Poor 
2Lav; practice. Nevertheless, there was a growing need for qualified
assistants if medical officers were to provide their huge districts
with an efficient service. In 1838, Reigate Guardians, .for example,
raised the salary of the Medical Officer of their Southern district so
3
that he could employ a qualified assistant. Similarly, Dr. Hammond 
of Hambledon Union was ordered to appoint a qualified assistant after
kone of his patients had died unattended.
Even though many orders and circular letters were issued prohibiting
the delegation of medical duties, this remained the commonest way of
spreading ;the burden presented by large rural medical districts. Most
of the Surrey Boards of Guardians tried to control ,the actions of their
medical officers in this respect. As early as 1837 Chertsey Guardians
decreed that none of their medical officers should *make over any share
of his duties to another Person without the express permission of the 
5
Board.* On the other hand, .Epsom Union was one of-the first to insist
on its officers nominating duly qualified substitutes who could be
called upon to perform their duties when they were ill or absent from
their practices. Occasionally, medical officers delegated their
duties to a deputy. When the guardians of Epsom Union discovered that
Dr. Cory, the Medical Officer of Banstead, was not carrying out his 
7
duties in person, they refused to pay his extra medical fees-even
1 Ibid, p 368 - 13 July 1868.
2 KRO BG9/11/8, p 11 - 28 September 1864.
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12379/12775/1 ^ April 1858.
k KRO BG7/11/3, p 369 - 30 January 1863.
3 KRO BG1/11/1, p 201 - 7 March 1837-
6 KRO BG3/11/3, p 7^ - 18 September 18¥u
7 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 122^0/6711/20 February l85*f.
'I
though the Poor Lav/ Board ruled that he was legally, entitled to them#
Not infrequently, medical officers employed unqualified deputies# This 
often went undiscovered for many years in those unions which did not 
require medical officers to register their deputies. Dr# Kent, the 
medical officer for the Kingston district, was severely reprimanded in 
i860 for leaving the treatment of a Mrs. Taylor in the hands of his
2 8cunqualified ddeputy; the unfortunate woman died due to faulty treatment.
On the other hand, cases did not always go against the much maligned 
deputies. Although Dr. ;Boulger*s deputy was accused of negligence in
if
perforating a womanfs bladder during a midwifery operation,
Godstone Guardians decided that he had performed the operation correctly
5
and to the best of his ability.
In trying to satisfy the needs of the sick poor in their excessively 
large districts, some medical officers introduced dangerous procedures.
Dr. Edgar, a Guildford medical officer, was reprimanded for granting 
Elizabeth Dyer an order for six months provisions and medicines and 
for not visiting;her between 21st June, 18*1-3 and 21st January, 18*16.
When a patient’s illness was progressing very slowly there was some 
justification for this kind of neglect, particularly as there were so 
many urgent cases that required immediate attention. Hov/ever, this 
attitude was only part of a much more dangerous syndrome, that of 
diagnosing the nature of an illness and prescribing medicine without 
seeing the patient. This practice led to a v/hole series of tragedies 
in the Surrey Unions. Although Dr. Parson, the medical officer of 
Godalming district, Guildford, was cleared of causing the death of a
1 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 122*fO/7639/l7 March l83*f.
2 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12397/32073/12 September i860.
3 PLB to Dr. Kent: PRO MH12 12397/32073/26 September ;1860. .
*f KRO BG3/11/8, p *f21 - 23 April 1836.
5 Ibid, p *f27 - 23 May 1836.
6 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12333/60*f3a/2 July l8*f6.
Mr* Adams by prescribing the wrong drug, he was warned against *giving
1medicines without seeing the patient** When Dr* Lawrence of Banstead
heard that the Hicks family was suffering from scarletina he sent off
some medicine and announced that he would *drop in* to see them when
2
he happened to be *out that way** After an official enquiry,
Inspector Pigott decided that Lawrence had been guilty of neglect and
3
recommended that he be reprimanded* Dr. Dade, the Medical Officer of
Reigate*s Southern district, was also rebuked for prescribing medicines
A
without having first examined his patients* Frequent failures of this
kind caused Reigate Guardians to instruct their medical officers to
visit sick patients before renewing their medical certificates*^
However, in spite of all their efforts, Reigate Guardians were forced
to reprimand Dr* Steele, yet another of their medical officers, for
6this failing in 1870* Dr. Maybury of Farnham was censured by Inspector
Hawley for prescribing medicines for Mary Parfield without seeing her
and visiting her infrequently thereafter even though she was dangerously
ill; he decided that her subsequent death was due at least in part to 
7
his neglect.' In his report, Hawley observed that prescribing from a
o
distance was *too common (a practice) with Medical Officers generally.* 
Maybury was ordered to attend his patients punctually Jin future.
However, in 1866, he was the subject of another official enquiry* J On 
this occasion he failed to visit Mrs. Christina Smith, a long-term 
patient, even though he had been told that her illness had changed; she 
died shortly afterwards as did a Mr* Bailey who had not been examined
9
and was given the wrong medicine. This time, the Poor Law Board
1 KRO BG6/11/8, p 102 - 15 September 184-9.
2 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 ,1.2240/29519/17 July 1855.
5 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12240/52069/15 August 1855*
4- KRO BG9/11/8, p 7 - 14 September 1864.
5 Ibid, p 94 - 7 June 1865.
6 KRO BG9/11/9, P 218 - 12 January 1870.
7 W. H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12275/28262/18 July 1865.
8 Ibid*
9 W* H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO 1©12 12276/45057/14 November 1866.
1 2 ordered him to resign and dismissed him when-he refused to do so.
Unconvinced of the seriousness of his fault,] Maybury wrote to the Poor
3
Law Board asking if he could be reappointed. Thencentral authority- 
ignored his letter. Dr. Hammond of Hambledon Union told an official 
enquiry that he had not visited a sick widow because he had been told 
she was suffering from a cold; and therefore considered it sufficient 
to order her a bottle of wine. In fact, Mrs. Winter died from a
severe infection of the womb. Hammond resigned before the central
5
authority had time to act on their;inspector’s report.
Considering the meagreness of medical officer’s salaries and fees 
there were remarkably few cases of fraud although Dr. Stilwell of 
Epsom admitted regularly entering visits to a pauper called Thomas 
Humphrey in his record book even though he had only seen himttwice in 
three months; he was severely reprimanded. In 184-9 Dr. Boulger of 
Godstone was accused of making a false entry in his attendance book by
7
his old enemy Mr. Kelsey. On this occasion, Kelsey was supported by 
the evidence of the ’nurse’ attending the pauper although Boulgerg
strenuously denied the charge.
Dr. Clement, the Medical Officer of Teddington district in 
Kingston Union, was also found guilty of falsifying his attendance 
book in 1869.^  On being charged with neglecting Thomas Stuckberry, 
deceased, he claimed that he had visited the pauper regularly up to 
the time of his death. When: his claims were disproved, he lost his 
head and shouted abuse at the board of guardians who asked the central 
authority to dismiss him as they did not feel that they could ever
1 PLB to Dr. Maybury: PRO MH12 12276/45037/19 November 1866.
2 PLB to Dr. Maybury: PRO MH12 12276/4-9883/10 December 1866.
3 Dr. Maybury to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/5114-2/19 December 1866.
4- W. H. T. Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12378/4-5119/24- September 1869.
5 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/4-5119/11 October 1869.
6 KRO BG3/11/5, p 34- - 24- February 1844-.
7 KRO BG5/11/7, P 25 - 9 March 184-9.
8 Ibid, p 36 -.23 March 184-9.
9 Kingston Union to the Poor Law Board: PRO MH12 124-02/61380/
24- December 1869.
1 2 work with him again. The Poor Lav; Board asked Clement to resign.
However, deliberate fraud was most unusual. A more typical 
complaint was that made by Kingston Guardians that the entries 
in thiir medical officers1 relief books were far too vague, often
■3
consisting of a single word or phrase such as 'sick1 or 'bad back.'
The inaccuracy of the medical officers' books probably arose from 
their understandable reluctance to waste time entering up endless 
details about;;their cases when they could spend it more profitably 
looking after their patients.
At first, there v/ere remarkably few criticisms of the style and
nature of the treatment supplied by the Surrey Medical Officers. This
was partly due, no doubt, to the respect in which doctors were then held
by the poor and to their ignorance of medical matters. Nor was it
usual at this time for the guardians to question their officer's
methods. However, Guildford Guardians did investigate the death
o A*of a workhouse inmate called Searle in 1o37* Searle died when Dr.
Gall tried to ease his breathing by applying a red hot blister to his
throat. However, after a thorough investigation, the guardians declared
5that they were 'perfectly satisfied' with the doctor's treatment.
However, as time went by, the guardians, the local newspapers and 
the ordinary ratepayers became more critical of their medical officers* 
performance. The power of the press wassshown at Guildford in 1832.
Dr. Fishley was called out to look at a boy called Job Ragget who was 
experiencing severe pains in his ear. Fishley syringed his ear and 
gave him some medicine to ease the pain; later, an undetected abcess 
burst, killing the boy. Unfortunately, when the board of guardians met
1 Kingston Union to the Poor Law Board: PRO MH12 '12^02/62032/
29 December 1869.
2 PLB to Dr. Clement: PRO MH12 '\2h02/62052B/5 January 1870.
3 KRO BG8/11/10, p 317 - 16 November 1869.
k KRO BG6/11/1, p 273 - 9 May 1837*
3 Ibid.
to discuss the case, Ragget*s father was late. In his absence, the
guardians decided that Fishley had acted with perfect propriety and
refused to reopen the matter when the father asked leave bo give
evidence. The Surrey Gazette seized upon the case and published
2
three extremely hostile articles on the subject. These attracted
the attention of the Poor Law Board who asked the guardians for full
3 4-particulars of the case. After considering their reply, the
5
central authority ordered an official enquiry. In the event, Colonel
Pigott could find no fault with Fishley*s treatment as the abcess was
deep-seated and difficult to detect. However, in 1859> Fishley1•
faced another similar charge of neglect in the James Ketcher case.
On this occasion® he treated a man with a badly damaged shoulder.
Even though his patient was in great pain, Fishley believed that the
shoulder was only bruised. When the pain continued unabated and Fishley
failed to visit him, Ketcher sent for another medical officer, Dr. Ross,
who discovered that the pauper*s collarbone was badly fractured and
7severely displaced. Once again, the Poor Law Board ordered an official 
8enquiry and this time Colonel Pigott found Fishley guilty of *great
Q
neglect.* The medical officer resigned at the central authority*s
. 10 & 11 request.
1 KRO BG6/11/10, p 4-8 - 9 December 1852.
2 Surrey Gazette, • 14-th, 21st and 28th December 1852.
3 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12336/110/7 January 1853.
4 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12336/1408/10 January 1853.
5 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12336/34-06/25 January 1853.
6 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12336/3084-1/12 August 1853.
7 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12339/6080/8 February 1859.
8 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12339/9037/8 March 1859.
9 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12339/13161/1 April 1859.
10 The PLB to Dr. Fishley: PRO MH12 12339/13161/13 May 1859.
11 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12339/19861/14- May 1859.
The guardians* growing awareness of their medical officers* 
potential weaknesses and the need for specialist advice is illustrated 
by the Hawkins* case at Reigate. Hawkins was taken desperately ill 
and died without Dr. Sargent, the medical officer responsible, succeed­
ing in diagnosing the nature of his disease. The guardians reproached 
Sargent for not obtaining a second opinion which might:,have led to the 
discovery of the nature of the disease and its cure.
The effectiveness of the Poor Law medical services was often
seriously reduced by the distance patients or their representatives
had to go in order to collect medicines. Most of the Surrey boards of
guardians made considerable efforts to improve the supply of medicine
to their outlying parishes. Chertsey Guardians were the first in the
county to specifically require their medical officers to maintain
medicine chests or depots at convenient places within their districts.
3
However, even though this was written into their contracts, some 
officers ignored this aspect of their duties: for example, Dr. Harcourt
A
of Chertsey only started to visit his depot at Pyrford in 1855 on being
L
threatened with dismissal if he failed to do so. Unfortunately, most 
of the other Surrey Unions were slow to follow Chertsey*s lead. In 1854 
Epsom Guardians, for instance, required the medical officer for the 
Leatherhead district to provide a depot at Great Bookham to reduce the
5
amount of travelling undertaken by local paupers seeking medicine. 
Similarly, . Reigate Guardians raised the salary of Dr. Harris, the 
medical officer of their Southern district, on the understanding that 
he established a depot at Charlwood and opened it regularly and at 
fixed times.^
1 KRO • BG9/11/8, p 54- - 18 January 1865.
2 KRO BG1/11/1, p 51 - 29 March 1836.
3 Ibid, pp 201-2 - 7 March 1837*
4- KRO BG1/11/6, p 101 - 4 December 1855*
5 KRO BG3/11/7* P 618 - 20 September 1854.
6 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12579/12773/14- April 1858.
Sometimes, the poor were greatly inconvenienced by having to
attend their medical officer*s home surgery to obtain medicines or to
undergo minor surgery. In 1868 it was proved that Dr. Barrett, the
Ewell Medical Officer, left his surgery unattended every day, so that
queues of patients had to wait hours for treatment. Earlier in the
period, a pauper named Thomas Humphrey proved that he had waited two
days outside the home of Dr. Lawrence, the Carshalton Medical Officer,
to have a badly infected arm lanced; in the end, he went to another
2medical officer who performed the operation for him. This was only
one of a series of charges of neglect that led to Lawrence*s 
3
resignation.
In 1869, ;’the vicar and guardians of Warlingham and Chelsham in 
Godstone Union asked the Poor Law Board*s permission to advertise for 
a resident medical officer, claiming that the poor in their parishes 
had to walk twelve miles in order to ©Ltain an order from the relieving 
officer at Limpsfield and another nine miles if they needed medical 
attention on any day but Monday unless they happened to coincide with 
the doctor*s visit to his medical depot at Warlingham. The poor of 
Chelsham, they claimed, always had to walk seven miles for medicine
A  lf
as Dr. Diver did not have a medical depot m  their village. The medical 
officer angrily denied these allegations. He pointed out -that in 
the absence of the relieving officer, he was empowered to act as 
overseer of the poor in both parishes; he attended his Warlingham depot 
for several hours "every day r and claimed that most of the Chelsham poor 
lived at Bull Green which was only one and a half miles from the 
Warlingham depot. The Poor Lav/ Board accepted the medical officer *s 
statement and the pauper inhabitants of Warlingham and Chelsham 
continued to suffer these disadvantages for many more years.
1 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1224-2/1373V17 April 1868.
2 KRO BG3/11/8, p 136 - 14- November 1833.
3 Ibid, p 144 - 3 December 1833*
k Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12320/3382/30 June 1869i
contains letters from the vicar and guardians and from Dr. Diver,
dated 14- June 1869.
Although the Chertsey Medical Officers* contracts required them to 
provide ^ prompt.medical and surgical’ assistancello all paupers1residing
'I
within the Union,* there were many complaints about the medical
services. Dr. Eady,fthe Chertsey district medical officer, escaped
censure in 1833 after failing to attend one of his patients, a Mrs.
2
Mosdell, who died incchildbirth but was severely reprimanded and
cautioned for the future after being found guilty of similar neglect
2
in the case of James Hind, who died unattended, in 1837. The medical 
officer*s chequered career was brought to an end in 1864 by the death
if
of Thomas Matthews. The guardians discovered that neither Eady nor
his assistant had visited the sick man for five days after receiving
an order to do so although they sent him some pills and an order for 
5
a mutton diet. The medical officer refused to furnish the Poor Law
g
Board with any information about the case, and resigned on learning
7that there was to be an official enquiry.
Because their medical districts* were so large and because they 
had difficulty in getting from one place to another quickly, medical 
officers v/ere often too late to help their patients. Mrs. Edington 
of Dorking died after giving birth to twins without being seen by the
g
medical officer who was ‘unavoidably delayed.* Following the death
of a pauper called Thomas Lane in 1830,^  ' Epsom Guardians resolved
that their medical officers should ‘visit each case as early as
10possible after the receipt of an Order.* Later, no less than six
1 KRO BG1/11/1, pp 201-2 - 7 March 1837*
2 Mr. Hall*s ms report: PRO MH12 12147/6409/22 February 1833-
3 Mr. Cane*s ms report: PRO MH12 12147/31106/27 August 1837.
4 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12130/331/2 January 1864.
5 Ibid.
6 PLB to Mr. Eady: PRO MH12 12130/331b/12 January 1864 and 24l8b/
18 February 1864.
7 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12130/6943/24 February 1864.
8 KRO BG2/11/3, p 141 - 2 December 1832.
9 KRO BG3/11/7, P 174 - 31 July 1830.
10 Ibid, p 176 - 7 August 1830: Dr. Lawrence of Carshalton was also 
accused of neglect in many instances in 1833: KRO BG3/11/8, pp 931 
108, 116, 136; resigned p 144 - 3 December 1833 rather than face
a public enquiry.
charges of serious neglect were brought against Dr, Barrett, the Ewell
1 2 Medical Officer, who resigned rather than face an official enquiry.
Dr, Maybury of Farnham Union was censured for failing to attend a
seriously injured woman in his district; although he was summoned
shortly after her accident at 2 p.m., she died at 7»30 that evening
3without being visited by him. Similarly, a very badly burned child
died after nearly a day*s agony without being seen or treated by Dr,
Bird of Godstone. When interrogated by the guardians he defended
himself by saying that there was nothing he could have done for the
if
girl as her burns were too severe and extensive. Dr, Capron, the 
Medical Officer of Albury, Guildford Union, escaped censure in 1868 
following the death of a pauper called Mansell by pleading that he was 
too ill to go to his assistance/ BaXchin, the GodaHning Medioai 
Officer, also gave personal sickness as his reason for failing to 
attend Thomas Cooper, deceased, but as he had an officially registered 
deputy, the latter was severely reprimanded.^ Perhaps, the worse case 
of palpable neglect at Guildford was perpetrated by Dr. Eager, the 
Horsley Medical Officer, who failed to attend a Mrs, Bishop even 
though he visited her next door neighbour - he was found guilty of
7
1great neglect.*
By no means alllthe charges of neglect against Surrey medical 
officers v/ere upheld. Dr. Bishopp of Hambledon Union survived no less 
than two official enquiries before resigning. Bishopp*s district
g
contained some 3,074 inhabitants spread out over 15,180 acres. In
1 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12242/13734/17 April 1868.
2 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12242/21791/22 May 1868.
3 W. H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12274/24376/21 June i860.
4 KRO BG3/11/4, p 334 - 3 January 1844; Dr. Boulger of Godstone
was forced to resign after five charges of neglect;in 1863: 
Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12320/8417/7 March 1863.
3 KRO BG6/11/16, p 243 - 8 February 1868.
6 Ibid, p 438 - 17 April 1869.
7 KRO BG6/11/17, p 124 - 19 March 1870.
8 Medical Arrangements for Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12371/3794a/ 
6 April 1843*
1845, a number of poor people claimed either that Bishopp had not
-I
attended them or that he had not visited them frequently enough.
On this occasion the Commissioners were not satisfied with his
explanations and admonished him to be * punctual and prompt in his
attendance to his duties,* A month later, another series of charges
3
were brought forward and the Poor Law Commissioners decided to hold 
an official enquiry. It was decided after a thorough investigation 
that the medical officer had *emerged with credit,*^ ^  ^ From that 
timeomtil 1857, Bishopp seems to have performed his duties to the 
satisfaction of both;the poor and the guardians. Then, five more
g
serious cases of neglect were brought against him and he resigned
7after being exonerated by an official enquiry. Thus Bishopp had
survived three serious attacks on his probity. It is difficult to
decide whether these charges v/ere motivated by malice on the part of
other Poor Law officials - in 1845, many of the‘charges were brought
forward by James Teasdale, the overseer of Haslemere parish, which was
8six miles away from Bishoppfs home - and of the guardians, who 
declared in 1857 that *Mr, Bishopp is uniformly negligent and
9
inattentive,* or whether Bishopp was unable to cope with the demands 
of his huge district.
1 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/2113a/19 February 1845.
2 The PLCs to Henry Bishopp: PRO MH12 12371/2113a/10 March 184-5.
3 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1R371/3320a/27 March 184-5.
4 Mr. Parker*s ms report: PRO MH12 12371/4991a/25 April 1845.
5 The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 1237l/4991a/7 May 1845.
6 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO -MH12 12373/25224/7 July 1857*
7 W. H. T. Hawley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12373/42371/21 November 1857.
8 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/3320a/27 March 1845.
9 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12373/25224/7 July 1857.
TABLE XXV: Cases of Alleged Neglect by Surrey 
Medical Officers Between 183^ and 1o71 
(compiled from the Surrey Union minutes and 
correspondence with the central authority)
1830sUnion
ExEx ExEx
Chertsey
Dorking
Epsom
Farnham
Godstone
Guildford
Hambledon
Kingston
Reigate
Richmond
1220Total
(33)(6)
Ex = Exonerated 
G ss Found Guilty
Dr* Hampton of Reigate Union was reprimanded in 184-2 for failing
to attend a pauper even though he had received a relieving officer’s
order* He was reminded that paupers were entitled fto receive the
same attention as other patients*1 Later, in 184-8, he was called
before the board of guardians for failing to visit another pauper*
On this occasion he claimed that he was unable to?get his horse and
3
trap out because he had lost the key to his stable* Similar problems
existed in Richmond Union where the Mortlake Medical Officer was
reprimanded for failing to attend two smallpox patients, and promptly 
4resigned* His successor, Dr* Philpott, was also rebuked for not 
taking ’that interest ••••• (in) the cases brought before him which
c
they (the guardians) think they have a right to e x p e c t . I n  1865* 
yet another Mortlake Medical Officer, Dr* Clarke, was reprimanded 
for neglecting two patients and ordered to take fa more enlarged view 
of his duties as a Medical Officer especially in being less restrictive 
in his hours of work*’^
Although an examination of Table XXV shows that fewer charges of 
neglect were levelled in the ’thirties than during the rest of the 
period, this may be misleading as it is likely that the poor|was less 
willing to complain then than they were later* Moreover, it may well 
be that boards of guardians were less prepared to entertain such 
charges in the early years of the ne\* system.
As paupers became more aware of their rights and the local 
guardians, priests and ratepayers became more critical of the medical 
officers, the number of charges increased. However, the bald facts still
1 KRO BG9/11/2, no page numbers - 15 February 184-2*
2 Ibid, 22 February 184-2.
3 KRO BG9/11/4-, p 271 - 18 January 184-8.
4- KRO BG10/11/4-, p 113 - 17 February 1848.
5 Ibid, p 213 - 22 January 184-9.
6 KRO BG10/11/9, p 40 - 23 February 1865.
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need to be handled with care as many cases were brought against the
same officer; for example, in the 1sixties, twelve of the proven
1
charges v/ere brought against two officers, Dr. Barrett of Ewell and
2Dr. Boulger of Godstone.
An analysis of the reasons for the termination of the Surrey 
Medical Officers1 contracts indicates the degree to which they 
succeeded in satisfying the Surrey Guardians* requirements and indeed 
the degree to v/hich their employers succeeded in satisfying their 
requirements. In spite of the many disputes recorded in the forgoing 
pages, 38.1 per cent of the Surrey Medical Officers resigned 
voluntarily, 0.8 per centschanged their career, 5*6 per cent resigned 
through old age or sickness, 12.1 per cent died while still serving 
and 1.6 per cent resigned one post to take up another in the same 
union. In fact 78.2 per cent of the Surrey Medical Officers terminated 
their contracts for normal reasons. Of the remaining 21.8 per cent,
9.6 per cent were dismissed, v/ere required to resign or resigned 
following serious disagreements with the guardians or other officers; 
5*6 per cent resigned because they were dissatisfied with their 
conditions of service particularly their salaries; 3*2 per cent were 
not re-appointed for a variety of reasons in the days before the 
introduction of permanent contracts; 2.k per cent did not have their 
appointments confirmed by the central authority; and 0.8 per cent 
lacked the necessary qualifications to continue in the Poor Law service 
after the Medical Order of 184-2. The 38.1 per cent who resigned 
voluntarily did so to take up more lucrative Poor Law posts elsewhere 
or because their private practice required their entire attention. No 
doubt many of these voluntary resignatees shared the dissatisfaction of 
the 5*8 per cent who resigned in protest at their low rates of 
remuneration or excessive contractual obligations.
1 See p 2Jfj
2 See pplOO-l
3 See Table XXVI
TABLE XVII: The Surrey Poor Lav/ Medical Officers1
Length of Service Between I838 and 1&71
* Length of 
! Service
I? Completed 
Service
! 0- 1 yrs.
1- 3 yrs.
j 3-10 yrs.
10-13 yrs.
13-20 yrs.
20-23 yrs
23-30 yrs
?30-35 yrs. j
Ihcompleted
Service
0- 1 yrs.
1- 5 yrs
5-10 yrs.
10-15 yrs.
15-20 yrs.
20-25 yrs.
23-30 yrs 
30-35 yrs
10 i 188 ; 100.018 i 11 i 23 25 ‘ 23TOTAL
Moreover, of the 124- officers who completed their service with 
the Surrey Unions, 32 served between one and five years; indeed,
18 served less than a year. However, short terms of service were 
exceptional: 33 officers served for five to ten years; 18 officers 
for between ten and fifteen years; and 23 for between fifteen and 
thirty-five years. Of the officers who were still serving in 1871,
2k had served between five and fifteen years and a farther 17 between 
fifteen and thirty years. Only 5 bad served for less than a year and
'I
18 for one to five years.
These statistics tend to correct the impression of instability
created by an examination of the officers* deficiencies. The analysis
of the officers* length of service demonstrates that the Surrey Poor
Law medical service enjoyed a basically stable and long serving work
force. In spite of Hbhe medical officers* vehement criticisms of their
conditions most of them were content to remain in their posts. In
spite of the derisory size of their salaries, the majority still found
2it worth their while to continue m  these onerous situations. 
Presumably, they appreciated the security afforded by a permanent 
income, however small, which meant they were not entirely dependent 
upon the whims of their private patients. Moreover, their service 
as medical officers helped to advertise their skills and enabled them 
to make useful contacts which often led to better paid private work. 
The Surrey picture is repeated time and again throughout the country. 
While no-one would deny the justice and accuracy of the officers* 
complaints about their rates of,-remuneration and conditions of employ­
ment, most unions had little difficulty filling medical posts or in 
retaining the services of the majority of their officers.
1 See Table XXVII
2 See pp 218-*!
(f) THE DISTRICT MEDICAL SERVICES: AN EVALUATION
How much better,-if at all, was the district medical service in 
1871 than in 1834-? At the simplest level, there were far more medical 
officers in 1871 than there had been in 1834-, but to a certain degree 
this definite advantage was counter-balanced by the large increase in 
population that had taken place during the same period. Nevertheless, 
in 1871, there were far fewer paupers who were seriously incommoded by 
the distance they had to go to obtain treatment, prescriptions or 
orders for relief than there were in 1834-. The reduction in the 
size of medical districts greatly eased the problems of both doctor 
and patient. However, many paupers still died unseen and untreated 
because the medical officer could not be contacted in time or because 
he was already treating other patients. Even when the medical officer 
had a qualified assistant, things were only minimally better, particularly 
if he was inexperienced as was usually the case. The quality of service 
deteriorated still further when a medical officer was taken ill, 
because his deputy had to treat his own patients as well as his 
colleagues?.
Although there is little hard evidence to go on, paupers probably 
received better quality drugs towards the end of the period than they 
had had at the beginning. In the*thirties, *forties and even ’fifties 
many medical officers either bought cheap or diluted drugs with which 
to treat their pauper patients. The boards of guardians* provision 
of stocks of expensive drugs greatly improved the quality of medical 
treatment.
The standard of surgical treatment was probably always as high 
as the practitioner’s skill would allow. Medical officers* surgical 
skill was rarely called in question. In most operations, officers did 
not use expensive drugs but merely demonstrated a prized skill. The 
provision of surgical, fracture and midwifery fees by the 184-2 Medical 
Regulations placed these cases in a more advantageous position than 
those requiring medicinal treatment. The service’s greatest weakness 
as far as surgical treatment was concerned was the central authority’s
failure to recognise the need for professional assistance at difficult 
operations and of a second opinion in unusual cases.
The cynical might add that the medical officer^ allegedly generous 
distribution of food and wine to their pauper patients did more than 
anything else to effect recovery from disease. Many medical officers 
seem to have reverted to the Old Poor Law practice of substituting 
food and:drink for medicine, the former being paid for by the guardians 
out of union funds, the latter having to be purchased by the doctor out 
of his own pocket. Whether swayed by personal considerations of this 
kind or not, medical officers were faced by patients who v/ere basically 
undernourished and incapable of throwing off illnesses unless they were 
built up by richer diets.
Whatever weaknesses the Poor Law medical system may have had, 
medical officers were kept up to the mark by the most intensive 
surveillance. No other group of Poor Law officershad to sustain such 
searching scrutiny. Their behaviour and orders were carefully examined 
by overseers of the poor, relieving officers and guardians who wished 
to make sure that the ratepayers were getting their moneyfs v/orth. In 
addition the local Anglican clergy felt that it was their duty to see 
that their poor parishioners received the best medical treatment 
available. Gradually as time went by, the paupers came to appreciate 
the strength of their position and complaints of neglect became more 
frequent. Boards of guardians took a very serious view of any complaint 
about their medical services and were usually less inclined to support 
their medical than their workhouse officers. Finally, the local 
newspapers v/ere particularly quick to seize upon any accusation of 
medical neglect as this made good copy.
By any standards the Poor Law district medical service v/hich 
Surrey enjoyed in the 1870s was far superior to the experimental 
service v/hich had been created in the 1830s. Weaknesses remained but 
the foundations of an efficient domiciliary service had been laid.
(g) DOMICILIARY NURSING SERVICES
Very little mention is made in the Surrey records of domiciliary
nursing services although these undoubtedly existed albeit in rather
p r im it iv e  form s. Chertsey Union provided a m idw ifery  s e rv ice  fo r
pauper women from 1836 onwards. This service continued unchanged
until 1869 when the board of guardians decided to limit its use to
2
families earning less.than 13s a week. Such services existed else­
where; Dr. Yate of Epsom Union bitterly complained that he was losing
midwifery fees because Lthe board of guardians was employing midwives 
3
at cheaper rates.
Local untrained, part-time-nurses were frequently called in when
outdoor patients were taken seriously ill and their families v/ere
unable to care for Ithem. A little light is thrown on the standard of
some o f th is  nursing by th e  c r it ic is m s  o f D r . Ross o f G u ild fo rd . He
complained that an Irish nurse who had been assigned to one of his
patients became hopelessly drunk on the way to his home. Indeed, the
patient died before she arrived. The guardians had paid her in advance
if
with a bottle of gin and a packet of tobacco! Some boards of guardians
sent out able-bodied female inmates from the workhouse to tend the
sick and dying. This seems to have been the custom at Hambledon
Union until 184-7 when a pauper inmate called Jane Spitters contacted
typhus while nursing an outdoor pauper at Hascombf As a result, the
board of guardians resolved that * in future no inmate be allowed ,;to
5
leave  the Workhouse w ithout the s p e c ia l perm ission o f the  Board.
Guildford Guardians passed a motion in 184-8 that all able- 
bodied women receiving relief in their union should be prepared to act
1 KRO BG1/11/1, p 130 - 20 September 1836.
2 KRO BG1/11/10, p bO - 3 October 1869.
3 Frederick Yate to the PLB: PRO MH12 12372/36406/22 September 1836.
4 KRO BG6/11/14, p 14-3 - 7 December 1861.
3 KRO BG7/11/2, p 273 - 1 March 184-7.
1
as nurses whenever they v/ere re q u ire d . R eigate  Guardians considered
2
appo in ting  p a id  d is t r ic t  nurses but d id  not implement the  scheme.
D o m ic ilia ry  nursing remained an u n o f f ic ia l  and ra th e r  haphazard  
fs e rv ic e f in  S u rrey . No r e a l  e f fo r ts  had been made to  p lace  i t  on a 
p ro fe s s io n a l basis  by 1871.
1 KRO BG6/11/7, p 262 - 16 September 1848
2 KRO BG9/11/4, p 442 -  22 August 1849.
(h) MEDICAL CLUBS AND DISPENSARIES
During the 1thirties and early *forties, the Poor Lai/ Commissioners
and boards o f guardians throughout the  country d id  t h e ir  best to
promote the  fo rm ation  o f m edical c lu b s . I t  was b e lie v ed  th a t -in th is
way the poor could be prevented from crossing the  th in  dem arcation l in e
d iv id in g  them from the paupers. The Commissioners c a lle d  on boards o f
guardians to  e s ta b lis h  clubs so th a t 1th e  h a b its  o f s e l f - r e l ia n c e  and
forethought might be g ra d u a lly  s u b s titu te d  among lab o u rers  fo r
complete dependence on the  p a r is h .*  Clubs were to  be s e lf-s u p p o rtin g
2and independent o f p a ro c h ia l a id .  The Poor Law Commissioners la id
down e la b o ra te  ru le s  fo r  t h e i r  a d m in is tra tio n : d e ta ile d  records were
to  be k ep t; on ly  la b o u re rs , craftsm en and servants earning les s  than
£1 per week were to be allowed to join; each individual was expected
to subscribe between 3s 4d and 4s 6d p.a.; each subscriber was to
3choose one out o f a panel o f  doctors .
The A s s is ta n t Commissioners were e n th u s ia s tic  advocates o f s e l f -  
help  and d id  everyth ing  in  t h e i r  power to  persuade boards o f guardians  
and g en era l p ra c t it io n e rs  to  e s ta b lis h  m edical c lu b s . A s s is ta n t  
Commissioner Gulson rep o rted  th a t th ey  were sp rin g in g  up everywhere in
if
O xfo rd sh ire , Weale claim ed th a t they  were a lre a d y  g en era l in
5
G lo u ce s te rsh ire , W orcestersh ire  and Som erset, K ay-S huttlew o rth  asserted
6 7th a t they  were developing q u ic k ly  in  N o rfo lk  and S u ffo lk ,  w h ile  Powerf
g
and S i r  John Walsham were moving heaven and e a rth  to  convince t h e i r  
boards o f guardians in  Essex and Cambridgeshire and the  southwest 
pen in su la , re s p e c tiv e ly , o f t h e i r  m e r its . However, C harles M o tt, the
1 A c ir c u la r  l e t t e r  o f  the  PLCs, 3 May 1836.
2 Hodgkinson R . ,  op. c i t . ,  pp 213-239; Webbs S . and B . ,  The S ta te
and the  Doctor (London 1916), pp 131, 133-6, 230.
3 Ib id ,  p 216.
4 Ib id .
3 Ib id ,  p 217.
6 Ib id .
7 Ib id ,  p 218.
8 Ib id ,  p 219.
Assistant Commissioner for Middlesex, Surrey and Hampshire, seems
to have played little part m  this campaign. The first attempt to
set up a medical club in Surrey took place at Richmond in 1836. John
Anderson, the Medical Officer of Richmond, Kew and Petersham, informed
Chadv/ick that he was endeavouring to set up an independent medical 
2
club. The attempt probably failed as the project was never mentioned 
again.
On 1st August, 1841, Dr. Gall, the Medical Officer for the 
Ripley district in Guildford Union, set up a successful medical club 
for Journeymen, . Mechanics and Labourers with their Families* which 
was still operating in 1839*
Miss Hodgkinson believes that altruistic members of the priest-
hood and gentry created far more clubs than the boards of guardians.
Such clubs were most common in Berkshire, Dorsetshire, Essex, Hampshire,
Hereford, Nottinghamshire, Rutland, Salop, : Wiltshire, Devonshire,
if
Gloucestershire, Oxfordshire, Somerset, Suffolk and Surrey. Only one
was mentioned in the Surrey Poor Law records. Three^clergymen and
their friends founded this in 1840 for the poor people of Burstow,
Charlwood and Horley, who v/ere a great distance from the homes of the
relieving and medical officers of their district. The priests raised
the necessary capital by private donations and levies of 1-Jd per
member per week. They asked Reigate Guardians if they would honour
certificates for medical relief made out by independent medical 
5
officers. When the guardians refused, the secretary of the club
g
wrote to the Poor Law Commissioners asking their advice. In the
1 Medical Clubs are not mentioned in his personal correspondence,
PRO MH32, 36.
2 Dr. Anderson to E. /Chadwick: PRO MH12 12397/4316a/30 September 1836.
3 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12339/1968/14 January 1839.
4 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 226.
5 KRO BG9/11/2, pp 4-3 - 7 July 1840.
6 Thomas Burningham to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12373/11343a/17 November
1840.
meantime, Assistant Commissioner E# p. Tufnell, visited the board of 
guardians and tried unsuccessfully to persuade them to alter their
'I
minds: instead they passed a resolution with, they claimed, Tufnell*s
support, that medical relief could not be authorised unless the patient
concerned had been visited by a union medical officer# Even after the
2Commissioners interceded on the club’s behalf the guardians adhered to
2
their resolution of 28th July# Hov/ever, the approach of Christmas
brought about a change of heart and the board of guardians resolved
on 22nd December, 1840 ’That this Board will allow the Medical Officer
of the Horley Medical Club to visit the sick paupers of the Reigate
Union for the next three months upon the express understanding that
their own responsible Officer shall visit the paupers weekly and
report upon their state, but shall not have authority to prescribe
and order necessaries; the Board at the same time being willing to
4-guarantee the ordinary weekly relief#* This compromise satisfied all
5parties and v*as renewed on 1st June, 184-1# As the club was never
mentioned again, it can be assumed either that it continued to
supplement the union’s medical services or that it collapsed like many
other clubs when the union’s medical arrangements were improved. In
1844-, the Poor Lav/ Commissioners insisted that Reigate Guardians
6implement the 184-2 Medical Regulations regarding the size of their
7
medical districts# As a result, the Southern division was divided 
into two new districts: that of Horley and Charlwood, consisting of 
some 3>8o4- acres with a population of 2,652; this development may have 
been the death knell of the medical club#
1 KRO BG 9/11/2, p 12 - 28 July 1840.
2 The PLCs to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12575/1154Sa/23 November 184-0.
3 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12575/11758a/2zf November 1840.
4- KRO BG9/11/2, p 79 - 22 December 184-0.
5 Ibid, p 159 - 1 June 184-1.
6 See pp 1^ 11-2.
7 KRO BG9/11/3, P 363 - 16 July 1844-.
8 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12576/11025a/25 July 1844.
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From th e  beg inn ing , the B r i t is h  M edical .Council and the
2P ro v in c ia l M ed ica l and S u rg ic a l A sso c ia tio n  were opposed to  m edical
c lu b s. The form er a ttacked  the  f a l la c io u s  system o f M edical Clubs*
as being * in ju r io u s  to  the  p o o r,;'d e lu s ive  to  the  p u b lic , and u n ju s t
3and degrading to  the m edical p ro fe s s io n .*  Many doctors p re fe rre d  
s e lf-s u p p o rtin g  d ispensaries  which d if fe r e d  from o th er m edical clubs  
in  p ro v id in g  the  poor w ith  sickness b e n e f it  as w e ll as trea tm ent and
2f
drugs. Th is  type o f scheme e lim in a te d  the  middleman, the  r e l ie v in g  
o f f ic e r ,  so th a t  treatm ent and m edicine could be obta ined w ithout 
d e lay . S ev e ra l g en era l p ra c t it io n e rs  v/ere a ttached  to  each dispensary  
and the  poor s e le c ted  whichever they  wished to  lo o k  a f t e r  them. 
P re s c rip tio n s  v/ere made up by a q u a l if ie d  d ispenser. Non-members 
could use the  dispensary s e rv ic e  i f  they  p a id  h a l f  a yea r*s  s u b s c rip tio n  
in  advance. A lthough these d ispensaries  were u s u a lly  p a r t ly  dependent 
upon donations from the  lo c a l, g e n try , th ey  were on fa r . s tro n g er  
f in a n c ia l  ground than the  m edical clubs sponsored by the  boards o f  
guardians as b e n e f it  s o c ie t ie s  o fte n  a v a ile d  themselves o f t h e i r  
serv ices  and provided them w ith  a  sa fe  and constant source o f income.
The most serio u s  obstacle  to  the  growth o f these s e lf-s u p p o rtin g  
d ispensaries  was the  i n a b i l i t y  or d is in c lin a t io n  o f the  poor to  
subscribe to  them. A t a tim e v/hen wages were . . l o w ,  most o f th e  
r u r a l  poor v/ere prepared to  make do w ith  ‘ . fre e  Poor Law m edical
s e rv ic e s .
The Kingsv/ood and W alton Dispensary and M edical C lu b ,'is  th e  o n ly
5
one mentioned in  the  Surrey  reco rd s . I t  was financed  by c o n tr ib u tio n s  
from the  poor and donations from w e ll-w is h e rs . A poor man’ s c o n tr ib u tio n
1 Hodgkinson P . ,  op. c i t . ,  p 220.
2 Ib id ,  p 221; see a lso  Webb S . and B . ,  The S ta te  and the  D o c to r,
pp 27-31, 14-1-6.
3 Report o f the  C ouncil o f the B r i t is h  M edical A sso c ia tio n  on th e
Poor Law Q uestion, A p r i l  1838, quoted in  Hodgkinson R . , op. c i t . ,
p 220.
4- Ib id ,  pp 240-24-9.
3 Banstead P arish  to  th e  PLB: PRO MH12 12240/4-6291/21 December 1834-.
was determined by the size of his family. A single man or woman
paid 1d per week; a married couple 1-Jd; an extra -Jd per week was
charged for one child of under fourteen and a man with several
children could insure them all for an extra penny a week. A
midwifery service was provided as an optional extra at the cost of 
23s per case.
Apart from Miss Hodgkinson*s casual reference to Surrey there is
very little evidence that either the county*s Poor Law authorities
or the local gentry did much to encourage the developmentsof medical
clubs and dispensaries. Betv/een 1834 and 1871 most of the poor people
3
in Surrey depended upon the Poor Law medical services.
1 Ibid.
2 Ibid.
3 See pp45^ for other ’self help* organisations, see pp Z6I-2-
(i) BENEFIT CLUBS AND SAVINGS BANKS
Some*independent labourers prepared for sickness and old age by- 
joining benefit societies or savings banks* Unfortunately, neither of 
these institutions flourished in Surrey* As Ashurst Majendie observed 
in his report on the administration of the Poor Laiv in southeast 
England
*Wherever the Poor Laws are best administered, there the 
contributions to savings banks and benefit societies are 
the most numerous* In those districts where the most 
lavish payments are made from the rates, these establish­
ments are neglected and are considered^in the labourer*s 
language lfa good fence for a parish1’*1
Surrey fell into the second category and savings banks and benefit
societies were slow to develop* H* Oliver Horne has shoim that the
Trustee Savings Bank movement made little progress in Surrey before
the 1860s although banks were founded at Godalming and Guildford in
1816, Garshalton in 1817,;Ghertsey and Kingston in 1818, Dorking and
Eeigate in 1819, Ewell in 1820, Epsom in 1827 and Richmond in 1828*^
These banks failed to persuade most Surrey labourers to deposit their
savings with them. In 1861 they were hit hard by the passage of the
Post Office Savings Bank Act and;by the exposure of the Rochdale and
•3
Bilston frauds. Although the Savings Bank Act of 1863 settled the
troublesome question of liability by making trustees and managers alike
liable for moneys they received, it led directly or indirectly to the
closing of a large number of banks. According to Home, ’The movement
in Surrey, never strong, almost disappeared except for a vigorous
A
local bank at Guildford*1
The Friendly Societies - the Foresters and Oddfellows - made 
little impression on Surrey until the last quarter of the nineteenth 
century. In 184-5, there were only 52 Oddfellows* Lodges and seven
1 The 1854- Poor Law Report, App. A, p 539*
2 Horne H* 0., A History of Savings Banks (Oxford 194-7), App I,
PP 379-385.
5 Ibid, pp 119-23; 126-8; 208-10.
4 Ibid, p 218.
'I
Foresters* Courts in the country a Although the societies made a 
greater impact in the years that followed there were still only 72 
Oddfellows* Lodges and 151 Foresters* Courts in 1875* However, the 
West Surrey General Benefit Society was established in the 1860s 
although this too enjoyed but a limited success; by l87*f, there were
1j.
only 907 members* The Surrey Deposit Society was founded in 1868 and
became the nucleus of a nationwide movement in 1872 when it was
5
refounded as the National Deposit Friendly Society.
The failure of the benefit clubs and savings banks show a lamentable 
lack of initiative on the part of the Surrey aristocracy, gentry and 
middle classes. The spirit of Samuel Smiles did not reign in rural 
Surrey.^
1 Gosden P. H. J. H., The Friendly Societies in England, 1815-1375 
(Manchester 1961), p 31 - Table 4; p ^2 - Table 7«
2 Ibid.
5 Ibid, p 5^.
k Royal Commission to inquire into Friendly and Benefit Societies,
Fourth Report: PP l87*f, XXIII, para 159*
5 ®osden P. H. J. H., op. cit., p 216.
6 However, a certain amount of encouragement was given to the
Allotments Movement: See Chapter IV , ppS2/^.-7
(j) THE VACCINATION SERVICE
As R. J. Lambert has pointed out, vaccination was the one
conclusive method of preventive medicine to be developed in the first
half of the nineteenth century. It was in fact the first free, non-
pauperizing medical service provided by the state. In 1808, a
National Vaccine Establishment was set up to provide free vaccination
for people in the London area with a Treasury grant of £3,000. The
smallpox epidemic of 1837-^0 and the work of the Provincial Medical
2
and Surgical Association injected a much needed sense of urgency
into the actions of the legislators and the 1840 Vaccination Extension 
3
Act was passed as a result. This called on boards of guardians to 
appoint legally qualified practitioners ffor the vaccination of all 
persons resident in such unions or parishes.1 Vaccination divisions 
v/ere subdivided into districts each;containing its own stations, usually 
the medical officer's home. The vaccinator for each district was 
required to open the station periodically on a fixed day and hour to 
vaccinate all those who presented themselves, and a week later to 
inspect the scabs to see if the vaccination had taken. In well 
populated areas, these stations could be open every week, but'in the 
country a series of weekly sessions were organised during certain 
periods of the year. However, medical officers were requested to 
vaccinate anyone who came to their surgeries at a reasonable time.
This act and a subsequent one in 18V1 not only ordered that the 
expenses incurred in providing this service should be defrayed out of 
the poor rates but that vaccination was not to be construed as relief 
so that no-one would lose any right or privilege in consequence of
1 Lambert R. J., 'A Victorian National Health Service: State
Vaccination 1853-18711j Historical Journal, VI (1962), no. 1,
pp 1-18; V/ebb S. and B., The Stateaad the Doctor, pp 4, 164-, 222.
2 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 126.
3 3 and ^ Victoria, cap 29; Nicholls Sir G., op. cit., I, p 38O.
k k and 3 Victoria, cap 32.
receiving it. Nevertheless, there was considerable opposition to
'I
placing the service under the control of the Poor Law Commissioners - 
the Provincial Medical and Surgical Association had called for the 
establishment of a National Board of Health or a National Vaccine 
Establishment. However, it was hoped that Poor Law medical officers 
would be able to overcome the poor’s 1indolence, ignorance and
2prejudice* and prevail upon them to make use of their new opportunities.
The earliest reference to such a service in Surrey was made in the
Godstone Union minutes for 1836 when the appearance of smallpox was
mentioned and the medical officers were called upon to vaccinate all 
3
untreated persons. Later, in the year, when the outbreak declined
in severity, the medical officers were ordered to stop vaccinating
A
and to draw up lists of those they had already treated. The guardians
R
employed the same dangerous stop-go policy at the beginning of 184-0 
and then settled down to pioneer Surrey’s first rural vaccination 
service: their medical officers were instructed to vaccinate all 
persons for whom they were responsible at a fee of 2s 6d per successful
g
vaccination; Chadwick criticised the size of the fee and wanted it
7reduced to 1s 6d but the guardians remained adamant. Vaccination
g
centres were then set up in each medical district. At Dorking, Dr. 
Chaldecott, the workhouse medical officer, warned the guardians in 1839 
that an outbreak of smallpox was likely and recommended that a programme
Q
of vaccinations be instituted, but the guardians rejected his advice.
On the other hand, Reigate Guardians succeeded in setting up such a
1 Hodgkinson R., op. cit., p 127*
2 Nicholls.Sir G., op. cit., I, p 381.
3 KRO BG3/11/1, p 93 - 15 April 1836.
4- Ibid, p 1*f0 - 24- June 1836.
3 KRO BG3/11/3, p 16 - 31 January 184-0.
6 Ibid, p 138 - 18 September 184-0; Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12
12314/1521/22 September 184-0.
7 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12314/1321/21 October 1840 and 
KRO BG3/11/3, P 130 - 23 October 184-0.
8 KRO BG3/11/3, p 133 - 6 November l8*f0.
9 KRO BG2/11/2, P 33 - 13 June 1839.
service in 1839 and even asked the Poor Law Commissioners for
permission to authorize their medical officers to treat anybody who
2
had not been vaccinated, but the central authority pointed out that
it was illegal for the medical officers to vaccinate non-paupers at
3the cost of the ratepayers, Kingston Guardians also established a 
vaccination service in 1840.^
After this encouraging start, the number of vaccinations rapidly 
declined as the act was permissive and boards of guardians could not 
prosecute defaulters even if they wanted to. Moreover, the registration 
of births was very deficient in many areas. R. J. Lambert also blames
5
the Poor Law authorities for failing to provide vigilant supervision.
Certainly, there is no evidence until the later *forties of the Poor
Law Board drawing the attention of the guardians to their deficiencies
in this area of their responsibilities. However, in 1846, the Poor
Law Commissioners wrote to Reigate Guardians observing that the number
of children of below one year of age who had been vaccinated fell
considerably below the number of reported births. The Poor Law Board
took - Chertsey Guardians to tasklin 1848 because only 183 out of 443
babies borni in the union during 184-6-7 had been vaccinated,'* and
requested them to make sure that their medical officers kept pace with
8the rate of births in future.
When Richmond Guardians were given a similar dressing down by the 
central authority, they replied that the recorded number of vaccinations 
only represented part of the real total and gave it as their opinion
1 KRO BG9/11/1, p 327 - 12 June 1839.
2 Copy of letter: KRO BG9/11/1, p 336 - 10 July 1839.
3 Copy of letter: KRO BG9/11/1, P 339 - 24- July 1839.
4- KRO BG8/11/1, p 316 - 23 September 1840.
3 Lambert R. J., op. cit., .p 4-.
6 KRO BG9/11/4-, p 38 - 31 March 1846.
7 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 1214-6/183a/3 January 184-8.
8 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12l46/3234a/28 January 1848.
that *Only education and temperate reasoning was needed to overcome
the prejudices which without doubt prevail in the lowest classes
against vaccination.* Even well established services like those at
Godstone Union had the greatest difficulty vaccinating poor children
because of fthe apathy on the part of parents to subject their children
to the operation and particularly at a very tender age until Small Pox
2presents itself in the Neighbourhood.* The Poor Law Board kept its 
eye on the situation in the union and complained in 1848 that only 99 
individuals throughout the whole union had been vaccinated during
•z
1846-7* Inspector Pigott shared the Surrey Guardians* opinion and
reported from Guildford that *vaccination rarely takes place to any
4
extent unless under the pressure of existing Small Pox.* The Poor 
Law Board tried to goad the Guildford vaccinators to greater efforts
5
by insisting that their vaccination books be checked weekly. The 
central authority had more success with ' ; Hambledon Guardians who 
set up a vaccination service in 1848.
However, by 1853, the situation had deteriorated to such an extent 
that the Vaccination Committee of the Epidemiological Society called
7
for legislation making vaccination compulsory and an Act to Extend and 
Make Compulsory the Practice of Vaccination was passed in 1853* The 
response to this act was disappointing both nationally and locally. In 
1853, the central authority pointed out to . Dorking Guardians that 
only 56 out of 343 babies born in the union in 1852 had been vaccinated
1 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12597/3743/23 February 1848.
2 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12313/3438a/l9 March 1846.
3 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12316/8240/23 March 1848.
4 A copy of Colonel Pigott*s ms report: KRO BG6/11/9, p 579 - 24 April
1852
5 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12336/12356/21 Aptil 1852.
6 KRO BG7/11/2, p 348 - 6 March 1848.
7 Lambert R. J., op. cit., p 3*
8 16 and 17 Victoria, cap 100.
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and that vaccination was now compulsory. However, several unions
responded quickly and positively to the new legislation. Godstone
Guardians proposed holding quarterly vaccination and scab inspection 
2
sessions; the Poor Law Board, however, insisted on the sessions being
3
held every t*;o months. On the other hand, Richmond Guardians were by
no means convinced that it was necessary to issue a compulsory order in
their union because there had been a great increase in the number of
voluntary vaccinations in the period between 184-9 and 1852.^ Their
complacency was shattered by the 1855 outbreak of smallpox and the
guardians urged their medical officers to step up their vaccination
campaign *because of the numerous cases of Small Pox which have lately 
5occurred.* Thoroughly alarmed by this time, the guardians wrote to 
the Poor Law Board asking if they could appoint a special officer whose 
duty it would be to enquire into the efficiency of the vaccination 
service in their area. The central authority replied that they could 
not sanction such an appointment and suggested that the local vaccinators
7
be entrusted with the task and their contracts changed accordingly. The 
guardians were not satisfied with this decision, pointing out that 
their vaccination officers did not wish to enforce compliance on the 
unwilling as 'their usefullness to the Board would be destroyed if
g
they lost the-trust of the Poor.' Indeed, this episode illustrates 
one of the.fundamental weaknesses of the vaccination lav/s, namely the 
Government's failure to create a board of inspectors to enforce their 
terms. As a result, the number of vaccinations in the Richmond area 
continued to fall and the guardians received another reminder from the 
Committee of the Privy Council in 1859 drawing their attention to the
1 The PLB to Dorking Union: KRO BG£/22/5, p 151 - 27 January 1853*
2 Godstone :Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12517/40296/7 November 1853.
3 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12317/4-0296/12 November 1853.
4- KRO BG10/11/5, p 281 - 23 December 1852.
5 KRO BG10/11/6, p 339 - 9 July 1856.
6 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12599/29729/17 July 1856.
7 The PLB to Richmond:Union: PRO MH12 12599/29729/25 July 1856.
8 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12599/31720/4 August 1856.
growing disparity between the number of recorded vaccinations and the 
total number of births in the union.
Similar negligence occurred at Guildford where, as the Lords of 
the Council pointed out, there had been 885 registered births in 1858
p
and only 308 certificates of successful vaccination had been issued.
The guardians* response was vigorous and seemingly effective: circulars
containing information about the Vaccination Acts were sent to all
medical officers while their relieving officers were ordered to start
legal proceedings against parents who refused to have their children 
3
vaccinated. In the same year, Inspector Pigott reported that no more
than a tenth of the children in Hambledon had been vaccinated 1because
h
of the ignorant-prejudices 'ofuthermothers'^ andopresumably because of 
the local board of guardians* reluctance to compel them. Epsom 
Guardians were not quite so squeamish and successfully prosecuted
C
an intransigent parent in 1858.
Between 1859 and 1861 John Simon worked hard to improve the
g
quality and extent of the service. As yet, there was no official 
training or examination of public vaccinators, so Simon arranged for 
a carefully selected group of fifteen public vaccinators operating in 
towns with medical schools to be exclusively empowered to grant 
certificates of proficiency. The Privy Council followed this up by 
forbidding boards of guardians to appoint as vaccinators anyone who did 
not possess such a certificate. These activities culminated in the 
amendment of the Vaccination Acts in 1861 and the setting up of a board 
of inspectors. At first only two permanent inspectors, Seaton and
1 KRO BG10/11/7, p 2 - 24- February 1859.
2 KRO BG6/11/13,. p 93 - 26 February 1859.
3 Ibid, p 184- - 9 July 1859 and again KRO BG6/11/14-, p 105 - 
28 September 1861.
4- Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12374/104-76/7 March 1859.
5 KRO BG3/11/8, p 4-55 - 10 January 1858.
6 Lambert R. J., op. cit., pp 6 , 7*
Stevens, were appointed: this meant that each district could only be 
visited once every three years. However, within eighteen months, 
another two inspectors had been appointed and biennial inspections 
became possible. Between 1861 and 1864-, the four inspectors visited 
almost all 640 unions with their 3*4-00 vaccination sub-districts and 
thoroughly investigated the organisation and quality of the service 
being provided.
Once again, many Surrey Unions responded positively to the new
regulations. Guildford Guardians ordered their relieving officers to
2
prosecute parents who refused to have their children vaccinated. The
smallpox epidemic of 1863 forced Richmond Guardians to carry out
3the law and prosecute a number of recalcitrant parents. Moreover,
the guardians persuaded the parish authorities to carry out *a complete
visitation1 of the cottages belonging to the poor to ascertain just
4-how many people had been vaccinated. The beadle of Barnes discovered
120 unvaccinated children in his area alone and served several notices
5on uncooperative parents. Only four parents refused to comply with 
the notices; one of the four gave way under threat of legal proceedings
g
and the remaining three were successfully prosecuted. Richmond
Guardians commented bitterly that they had no-one with the authority to
carry out this kind of investigation on a permanent basis and that as
long as this continued to be the case fthe power of enforcing
vaccination becomes a dead letter;1 when they asked to be allowed to
appoint three relieving officers to do this work, the Poor Law Board 
7
refused. Reigate Guardians went ahead without consulting the Poor 
Law Board and appointed a Mr. G. Morrison to prosecute recalcitrant
g
parents in their area. Lists of defaulting parents were
1 Lambert R. J., op. cit., p 9«
2 KRO BG6/11/14-, p 105 - 28 September 1861.
3 KRO BG10/11/8, p 307 - 12 March 1863.
4- Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12600/2218^/2 June 1864-.
5 Ibid.
6 Ibid.
7 The PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12600/2218^/25 June 1864-.
8 KRO BG 9/11/7* p 4-26 - 11 May 1864*.
1 2 compiled and warnings o f impending le g a l a c tio n  issued .
The in spectors* in flu e n c e  soon made i t s e l f  f e l t  in  S u rrey . D r .
Seaton wrote to ‘ . . Guildford Guardians in 1864 complaining that there
was *considerab le  de lay  and n eg lec t o f v ac c in a tio n  in  vario u s  parishes  
3o f the U n io n .* The c le rk  was ordered to  c ir c u la r iz e  a l l  m edical
o f f ic e rs  o rd erin g  them to  comply w ith  the  law  and re p o rt a l l  r e c a lc it r a n t  
4p aren ts . As a r e s u l t ,  a  l i s t  o f non-conform ists was drawn up fo r
5
pro secu tio n . The passage o f the  Act to  f a c i l i t a t e  proceedings before  
Ju stices  under the Acts r e la t in g  to  V acc in atio n  enabled boards o f  
guardians to  empower t h e i r  c le rk s  to  prosecute o ffe n d e rs . R eigate
7
Guardians took immediate advantage o f th is  law .
The 1867 V ac c in a tio n  Act in s is te d  th a t  vacc in a to rs  possess the  
q u a lif ic a t io n s  s p e c if ie d  by the  P r iv y  C ouncil and r a t io n a lis e d  the  
r e g is t r a t io n  m achinery. A t la s t  the  boards o f guardians were g iven  
the  means to  enforce n a tio n a l p o lic y  as the  appointment o f lo c a l  
prosecuting o f f ic e r s  was approved. Moreover, c lause th re e  o f th e  a c t  
enabled m ag is tra tes  to  impose continuous p e n a lt ie s  upon d e fa u lte rs .  
Between 1867 and 1871, ,'there was a g re a t advance: Simon boasted th a t  
*There are  two or th re e  m atters  in  th is  country in :w h ich  the  poor a re  
b e tte r  provided fo r  than the r ic h  • • • • •  and . . . . . . v ac c in a tio n  is  one
1 Ib id ,  p 4-35 -  8 June 1864.
2 Ib id ,  p 447 - 6 J u ly  1864.
3 Copy o f l e t t e r :  KRO BG6/11/13, p 123 - 23 A p r i l  1864.
4 Ib id .
3 KRO BG6/11/13, P 133 - 7 May 1864.
6 24 and 23 V ic to r ia ,  cap 39*
7 KRO BG9/11/8, p 198 -  9 May 1866.
8 30 and 31 V ic to r ia ,  cap 84.
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of them* 1 During this period the inspectors carried out a wholesale
consolidation of the areas. Not very surprisingly, there is much
more evidence of coercive activity on the part of the Surrey Unions
during the 1 sixties and 1seventies* At Guildford, yet another list
of recalcitrant parents was dram up in 1868 and each of them formally
2warned that further resistance would lead to prosecution. The 
Guildford relieving officers were appointed prosecutors in vaccination
3
cases and received a fee for every defaulter prosecuted. Reigate
Guardians shared this unpleasant task between their registrars of
births and deaths, who were to receive £10 pla., and the relieving
officers who were to have £20 p.a.; between them, they were to check
5the registers, warn the parents and initiate legal proceedings. 
However, Dr. Seaton was still dissatisfied with Reigate*s vaccination 
system. He particularly objected to their officers1 practice of 
vaccinating children with preserved lymph instead of matter from other
7
vaccinated children. He insisted that the medical? officers attend
their stations every week during April and October for reasonable
periods of time. The Lords of the Medical Department of the Privy
Council Office also disapproved of their quarterly sessions but agreed
8to sanction them for the time being.
Richmond Guardians bearing in mind their recent disasters 
remained particularly alive to the dangers of smallpox and in 1867 
took steps to maintain the vaccination service which they feared had 
been neglected during the cholera epidemic: all their medical officers
1 Lambert R. J., op. cit., p 10.
2 KRO BG6/11/16, p 321 - 8 August 1868.
3 Ibid, p 396 - 23 January 1869.
k KRO BG9/11/8, p 393 - 13 January 1868.
3 Ibid, p bb-3 - 20 May 1868.
6 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12383/60217/12 December 1868.
7 Dr. Seaton to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12383/17363/3 April 1869.
8 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12383/39320/7 August 1869.
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were ordered to complete reports on the situation in their districts*
In spite of all their precautions more smallpox cases appeared in 
21868 and Dr* Seaton pointed out that their vaccination sessions were 
3
too infrequent; in consequence weekly sessions were instituted at
4Mortlake and Barnes. Fear did the rest. McClouder, the Inspector of
Vaccinations, reported to the guardians in 1871 that all cases of
neglected vaccination had been satisfactorily remedied without recourse
5to legal proceedings. The Medical Department of the Privy Council
Office complimented ~ Richmond Guardians on their efforts to secure 
fa general compliance on the part of the population with the 
requirements of the Vaccination Act1, but also pointed out that:there 
were still 30 children of two years of age or less who had not been 
accounted for.^
As a result of the Privy Council Office*s efforts at the national 
level and those of the boards of guardians at the local level, the 
numbers of unvaccinated children fell as the number of convictions 
for non-conformity rose. There were 172 convictions under the
n
Vaccination Laws in 1868 and 631 in 1870. However, these healthy 
trends did not last long: the ratio of all *public vaccinations to 
births rose from 61*9 per cent in 1866 to -68 per cent in 1869, but
g
slumped to 60.7 per cent in 1870. In Surrey, one still finds Dr. 
Kough, the Medical Officer for Windlesham in Chertsey Union, warning
1 . KRO BG10/11/9, p 510 - 19 December 1867.
2 KRO BG‘10/11/10, p 26 - 27 February 1868.
3 Dr. Seaton to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 1 2601/13622/22 March 1869.
4 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12601/1362^/6 April 1869.
3 KRO BG10/11/10, p 32 - 2 March 1871.
6 Ibid, p 70 - 18 May 1871.
7 Lambert R. J., op. cit., p 11.
8 IbiJ*
his board of guardians in 1870 that their vaccination arrangements
'I
were very imperfect* Nothing was done to rectify the situation even 
though there was another virulent outbreak of smallpox in the area 
during the course of the year. However, such neglect appears to have 
been confined mainly to the rural areas. Urban areas like Guildford 
managed to contain the 1870 epidemic thanks to their improved 
arrangements•^
The legislative^provision of the period was completed by the 
3passing of the 1871 Act^ which made the appointment of paid vaccination 
officers compulsory. Registrars were ordered to send vaccinators 
monthly lists of infant births and deaths and all vaccinators were 
compelled to issue certificates of vaccination. The control'of this 
service was transferred from the Poor Law Board in 1871 to the 
Medical Department of the Privy Council Office on the creation of the 
Local Government Board. In spite of the glaring deficiencies that 
still existed in the service in 1871, John Simonfs proud,boast was 
probably justified: in the matter of vaccination, the poor were better 
provided for than the rich.
1 KRO BG1/11/10, p 173 - 'ik June 1870.
2 KRO BG6/11/17, P 1 9 3 - 6 August 1870
3 3^ and 33 Victoria, cap 98.
Chapter IV
THE RELIEF SERVICE
The district relief service was as vital to the well-being of 
the poor as the medical service. Outdoor relief enabled the old, the 
sick and the destitute to survive. The service was administered by 
relieving officers who mediated between the poor and the guardians 
on the one hand and between the poor and the district medical officers 
on the other. If this service was to be efficient, it was essential 
that the administrative districts should be of such a size that 
relieving officers could visit, interview and investigate all claims 
for medical and outdoor relief.
1'-I
j
£*pi»>6o4
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(a) RELIEF DISTRICTS
The Surrey relief districts were so large that they could not be 
efficiently supervised by their officers. Several Surrey Unions, 
including Chertsey, Dorking, Godstone and Richmond, expected one 
officer to serve the wholeaunion. Chertsey Union, which covered 4-2,093 
acres andchad a population of 13,369 i-n 18315 had only one relieving
?officer until 1839, by which time the population had risen to 16,14-8.
Throughout the period 1837 to 1838, the union was served by a Mr.
Tomlinson, who was almost continually ill; indeed the board of
guardians asked the central authority to dismiss him on a number of?
3
occasions for this reason. During his lengthy illnesses, his duties
If.
were performed by his wife. When he eventually resigned, the central
authority persuaded the board of guardians to divide the union into
5
two relief districts. Mr. Norfolk, who was made responsible for the
new No. 1 District which covered some 22,963 acres and contained 13,369
6inhabitants, was only paid £70 p.a. while Stephen Harris, the relieving
officer in charge of the No. 2 District received a mere £30 p.a. for
covering 19,130 acres with a population of 3,289. The Poor Lav/ Board
immediately informed the guardians that in their opinion these salaries
8were too small to obtain the 1services of efficient persons.* They' 
were proved right almost immediately by the total inability of Stephen 
Harris, a harness maker, to carry out his duties; he resigned admitting
1 1831 Census, HO 107/1074-.
2 1861 Census, EG9A22.
3 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1214-6/4-51 a/2 8 January 184-7;
KRO BG1/11/6, p 24-1 - 17 March 1837 and 121-4-9/4-4-816a/7 December 1838.
4- Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1214-9/21388/27 May 1838.
3 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1214-9/68327/14- December 1838.
6 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1214-9/68327/27 December 1838;
1214-9/368/3 January 1839.
7 Ibid.
8 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 1214-9/68327B/31 December 1838.
1
that the post was beyond his capabilities. After this disappointment, 
the board of guardians insisted on returning to their original arrange­
ment and combined the two districts with John Norfolk as the sole
2relieving officer with a salary of £120 p.a.. For a time the central
3
authority tried to persuade the guardians to change their minds but
on being informed by Inspector Pigott that they were determined to
4maintain their position; . , the Poor Law Board gave way and; sanctioned
5
the arrangement for a year. The only concession the guardians made 
was to insist that Mr. Norfolk made his rounds on horseback.^ Needless 
to say, at the end of six months,:the guardians declared themselves 
fully satisfied with *the way in which the duties of Relieving Officer
7
had been performed by Mr. John Norfolk,* and so the.central authority
g
had to agree to the continuation of the arrangement. Norfolk was 
still Chertsey*s one and only relieving officer in 1871.
The guardians of Dorking, a slightly smaller union, covering
40,615 acres with a population of 9*5^7 in 1831,^  also decided that
one relieving officer could cope with the poor and appointed a Mr. Bull
10at a salary of £120 p.a.. Tv/o years later Bull resigned and was
replaced by Edward Longhurst, a wheelwright and overseer who resigned
three years later because he could not ’manage so large a district to
11the satisfaction of himself and the Guardians.* Longhurst*s successor,
John Wood, survived unaided for the rest of the period and still;
1 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12149/28725/5 July 1859.
2 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MB12 12149/30326/20 July 1859.
3 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12149/30326B/22 August 1859.
4 Signed note written on the back of the above.
5 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12149/34540B/7 September 1859.
6 KRO BG1/11/7, P 89 - 19 July 1859.
7 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12149/9681/20 March i860.
8 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12149/9681B/31 March i860.
9 1831 Census, HO 107/1081.
10 KRO BG2/11/1, p 8 - 23 June 1836.
11 Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/8247a/l0 July 1843.
occupied the post in 1871* During his term.of service, the population 
of the union rose from 10,978 in 184-1 to 20,171  ^in 1871.^
Godstone Guardians also believed that one relieving officer would 
be able to cover the whole union and appointed Mr. Teather in 1835
3
with a salary of £120 p.a.. Teather performed his duties successfully 
until 184-9 when he \*as suspended because his accounts had fallen into
if 5
arrears. On being asked to explain:his conduct, Teather claimed that 
the size of his district and the increasing number of poor made it
impossible for him to keep up with his book-keeping. Even/though
7 8
the union’s population fell from 9*4-59 in 1831 to 8,868 in 1851,
it was spread very thinly over some 39*811 acres. As Teather*s arrears
9
were in the region of £300, the Poor Law Board called on him to
10 11 12 resign. When he refused, the-central authority dismissed him.
Like . Chertsey Guardians in somewhat similar circumstances,  ^
Godstone Guardians divided their union into two relief districts in 
1850 and reduced their relieving officer^' aggregate salary from £120
1 184-1 Census, HO 107/1081.
2 1871 Census, RG 10/828/9.
3 KRO BG5/11/1, p 4- - 20 November 1835*
4- Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12315/27894/24- September 184-9.
5 The PLB to fir. Teather: PRO MH12 12315/27894-B/29 September 184-9.
6 Mr. Teather to the PLB: PRO MH12 12315/284-13/1 October 184-9.
7 1831 Census, HO 107/1077.
8 1851 Census, HO 107/1600.
9 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12315/29266/8 October 184-9.
10 The PLB to Teather: PRO MH12 12315/29299B/29 November 184-9.
11 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12315/271/1 January 1850.
12 KRO BG5/11/7* P 1^7 - 21 December 184-9* Order of dismissal dated 
14- December 184-9*
1to £100 p.a,. This proved to be an ill-conceived move as John Peters,
a local farmer and innkeeper, and the newly appointed relieving officer
of the new Western district, was soon in difficulties and was
suspended on 12th July 1850. Peters put down his failure to the
guardians* tardiness in providing him with the necessary books and 
3instructions. Knowing the weaknesses of the union*s administration,
Zj.
the central authority suggested that the guardians reinstate Peters.
The board of guardians angrily rejected Peters’ explanations and
insisted that the relieving officer had received all the necessary books
and instructions within a week of his appointment and had failed to
relieve the poor in his district because he was suffering from delirium 
5
tremens. Faced by such serious charges, the central:authority decided
to investigate the matter. Although Inspector Pigott decided that
Peters was suffering from acute anxiety and not chronic alcoholism he was
6convinced that he was inefficient and unfit to be a relieving officer.
7When the Poor Law Board required Peters to resign, he complied 
8without protest.
Having rid themselves of the unfortunate Peters, the guardians
followed the Chertsey model once again by deciding to make do with one 
9officer and William Morell, the relieving officer of the Eastern 
district, was placed in sole charge with a salary of £100 p.a.. The
1 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12315/824/5 January 1830.
2 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12316/33088/13 July 1830.
3 John Peters to the PLB: PRO MH12 12316/39601E/16 August 1830.
4 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12316/39601B/18 August 1830.
3 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MK12 12316/45197/14- September 1850.
6 Pigott’s ms report: PRO MH12 12316/30340/26 October 1850.
7 The PLB to J. Peters: PRO MH12 12316/50540B/2 November 183O.
8 KRO BG5/11/7, p 332 - 8 November 1850.
9 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12316/54762/23 November 1830.
central authority were so unhappy about this decision that they sent
Inspector Pigott to discuss the matter with the guardians. ,j However,
Pigott was unable to persuade them to change their minds and advised
the Poor Law Board to accept the situation as he doubted whether it
was possible to obtain reliable officers at salaries of £50 p.a..
So counselled the Poor Law Board sanctioned the arrangement for six 
2
months. Here the similarity between Chertsey*s and Godstone*s arrange­
ments ended as Morell proved to be an unsatisfactory appointment. In 
1855, he was cautioned for continuing relief without authorisation, 
and in 1857, for issuing relief tickets instead of money and foodstuffs 
as the guardians had instructed and for neglecting the sick. Although 
the charges were substantiated, Inspector Pigott recommended that the 
central authority be lenient as there was no evidence that anyone had 
suffered as a result of the relieving officer's actions and he felt
that Morell's district, which covered more than b3,000 acres, was too
5large for any one officer to handle efficiently. When, once again,
the central authority asked the guardians to appoint another relieving 
6officer, they still insisted there was: no need; they sav; no reason
why the poor from the outlying parishes should not make their way to
7
the xtforkhouse to be relieved. Eventually, as a result of the central
g
authority's increased pressure the guardians granted Morell an allowance
9
of £20 p.a. so that he could buy and maintain a horse. Eventually, in 
1859* Morell was forced to resign when it was proved that he was a
1 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12317/1^155/28 March 1851.
2 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12317/1^155B/4- April 1851.
3 Colonel Pigott»s ms report: PRO MH12 12317/28558/24- July 1855.
4- Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12318/84-82/9 March 1857*
5 Ibid.
6 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 123l8/8*f82B/l9 March 1857.
7 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/1197.2/13 April 1857.
8 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12318/11972B/5 May 1857.
9 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/20521/9 June 1857.
1 & 2chronic alcoholic and unfit for duty. He responded by absconding
with £85 of the unionfs money. However, this experience convinced 
the guardians that the union should be divided into two separate
if
relief districts with better paid relieving officers: William Chater
was placed in charge of the Western district consisting of 16,683
acres and 4,704 people while Frederic Snellgrove was appointed to
the Eastern district covering 23j128 acres with a population of 3»167 >
each officer received £80 p.a.. However, the economy party among .
Godstone Guardians were not impressed by the new arrangements and
their leader, Edward Kelsey, complained in 1863 that the poor were no
better looked after by two relieving officers than they had been by 
5one. However, the main object of his displeasure, Frederic Snellgrove,
g
put up a strong defence and won the support of the majority of the
n
guardians. Chater and Snellgrove were still serving in 1871.
The last Surrey Union to place its relief services in the hands 
of a single officer was Richmond Union. John Chant was appointed in
g
1836 and served most effectively until 1867 when he retired and was
9
rewarded with a pension of £100 p.a.. Without doubt he v/as the most
able relieving officer in the county. Although the union*s population
10 11 
rose from 12,803 in 1831 to 26,143 in 1871, Chant*s problems were
eased by the union’s compact nature: it covered a mere 5»081 acres.
1 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/14228/11 April 1839-
2 The PLB to W. Morell: PRO MH12 12318/14228B/18 April 1839.
3 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2318/23086/11 June 1839.
4 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/24341/7 June 1839; it is
interesting that the official acreage of 39j811 was considerably 
less than Pigott’s estimation of 43,000 acres.
3 Edward Kelsey to the PLB: PRO MH12 12319/4062/31 January 1863.
6 F. Snellgrove to the PLB: PRO MH12 12319/13209/20 April 1863.
7 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12319/18992/18 May 1863.
8 Richmond Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12397/931&/17 June 1836.
9 Richmond Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12601/11898/6 April 1867.
10 1831 Census, HO 107/1073.
11 1871 Census, RG IO/869.
Chant*s salary in 1836, £120 p.a., was no greater than the other
"I
Surrey officers*, but the guardians soon came to recognise his worth
2
and added another £20 p.a. to his salary in 18*H; in l86*f it was
3
raised still further to £150 p.a.. Even though Chant was often
incompacitated by illness during his later years, the guardians never
Zf
thought of dismissing him; on the contrary they made his task easier
5
by appointing a first class assistant, William Clouder, who eventually 
succeeded him as relieving officer, and was still serving in 1871.
Epsom, Farnham, Hambledon and Reigate Unions each appointed two 
relieving officers and all with the exception of Farnham retained this 
arrangement until 1871. Epsom, a large rural union, was divided into 
an Eastern district of 19,238 acres containing 8,906 people and a 
Western district covering 23,033 acres including 8,927 inhabitants in 
1836. Although there were no major scandals, the Poor Law Board 
constantly requested the guardians to reduce the districts* size. As 
late as 1871, Inspector Longley complained that the guardians refused
to do so even though the Eastern district*s population had risen to
o
16,131 and the Western district*s to 1^,179* When the central
authority asked the guardians to reorganise their districts in July
1871,^  they remained unmoved arguing that two officers were perfectly
10capable of dealing with the increased population. The central
1 Richmond Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12397/93'1a/l7 June 1836.
2 Richmond Union to the PLCs; PRO MH12 12397/^87a/16 January 184-1.
3 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12600/19330/19 May 1864.
4 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12600/29315/7 August 1862.
5 Ibid.
6 Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12601/16539/4 May 1867.
7 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12233/2103A/24 June 1836.
8 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12243/29255/29 June 1871: the
guardians wrote to Central authority asking it to sanction salary 
increases; Longley added a long note criticising the arrangements 
on the back of the letter.
9 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12243/29255B/10 July 1871.
10 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12243/33397/21 July 1871.
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1
authority wrote again-asking them to reconsider, but received no 
reply. The matter was left in the hands of the Local Government 
Board.
In 1836 Hambledon Union was divided into a Western district of 
28,246 acres with 636 inhabitants and an Eastern district of 33*110
p
acres and 6,243 people. Although their populations had risen to 6,836
and 8,440 in 1871, the guardians saw no reason why they should subdivide
the districts even though the Reverend Brancker, the Vicar of Thursley,
made a full-blooded attack on the weaknesses of the union*s relief 
3services.
4Reigate Guardians created two relief districts in 1836: the
Horley district, some 28,160 acres and 4-,990 inhabitants, and the 
Reigate district, 22,770 acres and 6,307 residents. No changes were 
made in the relief arrangements between 1836 and 1871 except £0 raise 
the salaries of the officers concerned. Robert Sheppard, the relieving 
officer of the Reigate area, had his salary raised from £120 to £130 
in 1863 while John Lee, the relieving officer of the Horley district, 
had his salary increased from £100 to £120 p.a. in the following year.^
Farnham Board of guardians also decided to establish two relief
n
districts on its formation in 1846: the North district covering
14,900 acres contained a population of 3*328 while the South district 
encompassed 14,926 acres and 3,130 inhabitants. These arrangements were 
adequate for the first few years of the union*s life but with the 
establishment of the military camp at Aldershot, poor people of?every
1 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12243/33387B/4 August 1871.
2 KRO BG7/11/1, p 2 - 11 April 1836.
3 Rev. H. Brancker to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/14937/22 April 1868; 
see pp
4 KRO BG9/11/1, p 3 - 27 April 1836.
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12382/46020/7 December 1863.
6 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12382/2916/19 January 1866.
7 Farnham Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12270/72349/16 June 1846.
description flooded into the area exerting great pressure upon the
two relieving officers. The guardians* initial response was to
increase their salaries from £70 to £80 p.a.. This did not satisfy
the residents of Aldershot who were constantly disturbed by large
2
numbers of tramps, prostitutes and wayfarers seeking work. However, 
nothing was done to improve the system until 1865 when the Aldershot 
Guardians demanded the creation of a new relief district. As they 
pointed out, the relieving officer of the North district had to serve 
a population of 15,284-, of whom 7,753 lived in Aldershot which was
Z
miles from his home. In 1866 after considerable argument and delay, 
an assistant relieving officer was placed in charge of the Aldershot
4-district. Eventually the guardians gave way to popular pressure and
c
created a separate Aldershot relief district in 1869.
In 1836 Guildford and Kingston, the two remaining unions, appointed
two relieving officers each. As their population grew they realised
that these officers would not be able to handle the increasing numbers
of paupers without;help and the further subdivision of their districts.
In fact, Guildford Guardians divided their union into three districts 
c
in 1836-7 before reverting to two districts in 1837* the Guildford 
district covered 38,932 acres with 12,573 inhabitants and the 
Godalming district encompassed 32,732 acres and 9,370 residents. In 
184-7 'the gradual and accumulating demands on their (the Relieving 
Officers1) attention* forced the guardians to subdivide the union into 
four relief districts: a new Guildford district comprising l4-,760 acres
1 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12273/6989/4- March 1856.
2 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/4-0396/24- August 1865.
3 Ibid.
4- Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/6031/10 February 1866.
5 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12278/4-54-27/27 September 1869.
6 KRO BG6/11/1, p 4- - 16 April 1836.
with a population of 7,317 people; a new Godalming district of some
14-,730 acres and 6,600 people; the Shere district of 17,621 acres and
4-,34-9 residents; and the Woking district of 17,330 acres and 4-,815
inhabitants. The four relieving officers managed to cope thereafter
with the unionfs growing population although by 1871 the relieving
officers of the Guildford and Godalming districts were under
considerable pressure, having populations of 11,016 and 10,74-2 to deal
with while their colleagues servicing the Shere and Woking districts
2
had to look after the needs of 4-,805 and 9,211 people respectively.
Kingston Guardians divided their union into two relief districts
in 1836: the No. 1 District covered an area of 13,232 acres and
included a population of 9,861 while the No. 2 District extended over
18,590 acres with some 9,394- inhabitants. This arrangement continued
until the No. 1 Districts population reached 32,100 in 1864- and the
guardians were forced to divide it into two smaller and more'manageable
units: daily applications for relief increased from an average of 7^9
4-in 1859 to 1,238 in 1864-. By 1871 the new No. 1 District covered an 
area of 6,737 acres and a population of 33,4-13 while the No. 2 District 
covered a further 13,313 acres containing 16,200 people. Although the 
relieving officer of the No. 2 District faced similar problems, his 
districts population had risen from 9,394- in 1831 to 11,663 in 1861 
and 13,723 in 1871, nothing was done to ease his workload until the 
Local Government Board succeeded the Poor Law Board as the central 
authority.
Even though the Surrey relief districts were too large, they were 
no more extensive than those in other counties. Indeed, the relief 
districts1 excessive size was one of the Poor Law systemfs major 
weaknesses between 1834- and 1871.
1 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12336/8588a/17 May 184-7.
2 My own calculations based on the 1871 Census.
3 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/630a/20 January 1837*
4- Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12399/4-634-2/8 December 1864-.
(b) RELIEVING OFFICERS
The relieving officer had one of the most onerous and difficult 
roles to play in the Poor Law service. He had to decide whether or not 
to accept applications for relief by making *all necessary inquiries 
into the state of health, the ability to v/ork, the condition of the
'I
family, and the means of such applicants.* This work required
♦diligence, firmness, and mildness, together with a knowledge of the
2habits of the indigent classes.* As the Commissioners noted with
unwanted delicacy fThe poor are far more sensitive to the behaviour of
persons in authority, and of their superiors in rank, than is generally
imagined, and they feel the manner of rejecting their claims almost as
3powerfully as the rejection itself.1 They reminded each officer that 
it was fhis duty to treat the sick, the aged, and the infirm, with 
tenderness and care ••••• (and) so conduct himself as to obtain the 
respect and confidence of the claimants of relief .....* The Poor Law 
Commissioners warned them that they would visit any instances of harsh­
ness, severity, inattention, or incompetency, with immediate dismissal.1
In these circumstances, few relieving officers placed their 
careers in jeopardy by being unduly severe in their dealings with the 
poor. However, in 1857* Thomas Church, the Epsom Relieving Officer, 
was reprimanded for bullying a pauper called John Reeves. Church 
threatened to expel him from Great Bookham if he dared to apply for
relief, and to send him to prison if he attempted to return to the
5 6parish thereafter. Just over a month later, Church resigned.
1 Consolidated Order, 18V7, Article 215* no. 2 in Glen V/. C., op. 
cit., p 19^.
2 Instructional Letter no. 1, 3 PLCs (1857)* npp. no. 1, p 78*
3 Ibid.
If- Ibid.
5 KRO BG3/11/8, p 351 - 29 April 1857.
6 Ibid, p 36^ - 10 June 1857.
Mr. Lovett, one of Guildford's relieving officers, was admonished.;in
184-3 for .-misusing his authority in a totally different way. He
ordered all the poor in his district to assemble before his house in
the early hours of the morning so that he could give them their relief
before going to the Ascot Races; this, according to the guardians, was
by no means an unusual occurrence. Morell, the Godstone Relieving
Officer, seems to have entered into an unofficial and profitable
relationship with the local shopkeepers whereby they supplied paupers
with provisions in return for tickets supplied by Morell. Godstone
Guardians informed the Poor Law Board that they had ordered Morell to
2stop doing this on numerous occasions. However, Morell escaped with 
3
a caution.
In addition to dealing with applicants for relief, the relieving
officer had to direct the medical officers* attention to sick paupers
and to provide them with relevant information such as their names and
addresses and whether the cases were urgent or routine. Unfortunately,
these essential details were often missing from the relieving officers*
orders. For example, Inspector Hall cleared Dr. Stilwell of Epsom
of neglect in the case of Mary Stilwell deceased, when he discovered
that the relieving officer*s order did not contain the pauper*s address
and that her name was such a common one that the medical officer had not
been able to trace her until it was too late: the relieving officer
4was severely censured. On another occasion, Inspector Hall cleared
the same Dr. Stilwell of bringing about the death of a pauper child
because the medical order he received had not been marked urgent and
5gave no indication that the child*s life i^ras in any danger.
% Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12335/7352a/l7 June 184-3.
% Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/24-97/21 January 1857.
3 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12318/24-97/25 January 1857-
k Mr. Hall*s ms report: PRO MH12 1224-0/16707/3 May 1855.
5 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12238/3234a/22 February 184-7.
In 1867 Dr. Tofts of Guildford was exonerated by Dr. Edward Smith, 
the Poor Law Inspector, of failing to provide a pauper called John 
Collyer with medical assistance following a serious accident because
'I
the relieving officerfs order had not mentioned the pauper*s condition.
Frequently, relieving officers did not even bother to visit the
sick and made out orders for medical attendance based on the garbled
accounts of relatives or messengers. Mr. Berrymen, one of the Guildford
relieving officers, was reprimanded by Colonel Pigott in 18.53 for
failing to visit a seriously sick pauper boy called Job Daggett and
2sending the medical officer a misleading order. As a result the boy 
died without receiving medical attention. The board of guardians 
pointed out that this was by no means Berrymanfs only fault: he had 
been warned for not visiting sick paupers on several occasions.
Colonel Pigott remarked that this failing was all too common among
■z
relieving officers. In 1869* W. H. T. Hawley attributed the death of
a pauper called Mrs. Winter to the Hambledon Relieving Officer*s
failure to visit her to ascertain the nature and seriousness of her 
4illness. Fortunately, neglect of this kind rarely resulted in the 
death of the pauper concerned. However, it remained a constant cause 
of anxiety and complaint. Relieving officers from most Surrey Unions 
were admonished for this failing at one time or another; Dr. Lovett of
c ^
Guildford and Frederic Snellgrove of Godstone were typical examples.
The Kingston Relieving Officers were so lax in this respect that their
7
board of guardians sent them letters to remind them of their duty.'
1 Dr. Smith»s ms report: PRO MH12 12341/9763/18 March 1867.
2 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12337/30841/12 August 1833.
3 Note attached to the above.
4 W. H. T. Hawley»s ms report: PRO MH12 1237^/^3119/2^ September 1869.
5 H. V/. Parker*s ms report: PRO MH12 12333/8860a/26 July 184-3.
6 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12319/4062/31 January 1863.
7 KRO BG8/11/6, p 266 - 24 May 1859.
Many poor people suffered considerably; because relieving officers
were so difficult to contact. Paupers living in outlying parishes
often had to walk several miles to the nearest relief station. In
1855) Inspector Pigott complained about the distance paupers from
Tatsfield in Godstone Union had to go in order to find their relieving
officer; nothing was done to alleviate their plight however. Two
years later, Pigott repeated his complaints after holding an inquiry
into the death of a pauper called Outram. The relieving officer fiM
not visitedhiimrfor three days after he had been informed that he was.
seriously ill. Pigott recommended that the officer be treated leniently
2
because his district was far too large for one man to handle. The
central authority asked the board of guardians whether it was possible
for one officer, who did not even have a horse, to cover 4-3*000 acres 
3
efficiently. The guardians obstinately refused to concede the point,
arguing that the outlying parishes only contained a small number of
paupers who could easily make their way to the nearest relief post;
the only concession they made was to open a new station at Caterham
if
where there had been many complaints. Once again the central
authority admitted defeat merely reiterating their belief that the
district should either be divided or the relieving officer should be
5
granted an increase in salary so that he could buy a horse.
In 1868, Henry Brancker, the Vicar of Thursley in Hambledon Union,
complained to the central authority that as the relieving officer lived
three miles from'the centre of the union messengers often had to travel
many miles in order to contact him and to obtain orders for medical 
6relief. The board of guardians pointed out that there had never been 
7
any complaints, but as Brancker remarked the poor were more likely to 
speak freely to him than to the officers upon whom they depended for relief.
1 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12317/28558/24 July 1833.
2 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12318/8482/9 March 1837.
3 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12318/8482/19 March 1837*
4 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/11972/13 April 1837.
5 The PLB to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12318/11972B/3 May 1857.
6 Rev. Brancker to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/14937/22 April 1868.
7 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/29003/20 June 1868.
8 Rev. Brancker to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/37996/28 July 1868.
Excessive drinking brought about the downfall of several officers; 
although it is impossible to tell whether their alcoholism was the 
result of personal weakness or the excessive demands made by their huge 
districts# Joseph Greaves of Erpsom was admonished for being drunk on
't
duty in 184-7 and was eventually forced to resign on defaulting in-his 
2
accounts. William Morell of Godstone was reported to the central
3
authority for being drunk at a board of guardians* meeting."^ At 
first, Morell maintained that he had been ill and?unable to eat before 
the meeting and had washed his medicine down with a glass of brandy;
If.
this he declared had gone to his head# However, the board of guardians
5
proved that this was not an isolated incident# In the circumstances,
g
the Poor Law Board gave the relieving officer another chance# They 
dismissed him the following year on discovering that there had been no
7
improvement in his behaviour# When William Randall, a relieving officer 
at Reigate, was found drunk and incapable on his rounds, he was given the
g
option of resigning or facing an official enquiry: he resigned. In
1870 John Redding, a Hambledon Relieving Officer, was more fortunate and
was given a second chance after being discovered drunk at his Cranleigh 
9
relief station.'
111 health was another significant cause of inefficiency# Mr.
Tomlinson, the first relieving officer of Chertsey Union, was seriously
incapacitated by illness for'well over ten of his 21 years* service
(1837“ 1858). In 184-7 the board of guardians asked the Poor Lav;
Commissioners to dismiss him as he had been unable to carry out his
10duties for many months. The central authority refused to take action
1 KRO BG3/11/3, P 4-3 - 3 February 184-7.
2 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12238/9909a/l2 June 184-7#
3 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/7673/1 March 1858.
4- W. Morell to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/9061/10 March 1838#
5 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/12173/1 April 1838.
6 The PLB to W. Morell: PRO MH12 12318/12173/23 April 1838.
7 The PLB to W. Morell: PRO MH12 12318/14-228/18 April 1839.
8 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2380/33131/7 September 1839.
9 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12379/3364-9B/23 December 1870.
10 KRO BG1/11/4-, p 118 - 26 January 184-7.
without medical proof that he was incapable of performing his duties•
On learning this, Tomlinson made a miraculous recovery and was
2reinstated in February. The relieving officer performed his tasks
satisfactorily for another ten years before his continuous absence!
3
once again drove the guardians to seek his dismissal. The central 
authority called on Tomlinson to resign but when he refused they were
Zj.
not prepared to issue an order of dismissal. Eventually, in 1838, 
even Tomlinson had to admit that he could not carry out his duties 
effectively and resigned Voluntarily* in December 1838, after the 
central authority had twice requested him to do so. A similar case 
occurred at Kingston in 1837• On this occasion, the relieving officer 
in question, Peter Wood, was crippled by an accident and was asked to
g
resign. However, when Wood refused claiming that he was still capable
7
of performing his duties, the central authority immediately issued an
g
order for his dismissal. Ill health did not necessarily lead to a 
decline in efficiency as the case of John Chant, the Richmond Relieving 
Officer, shows: his long illness caused almost no difficulties as the 
guardians immediately appointed an efficient assistant to help him'' 
while he was incapacitated.
Medical and relieving officers were brought into close contact 
throughout their working lives as medical officers* orders for medication 
and provisions had to be ratified by their lay colleagues. As Richard 
Griffin commented, *The power to grant medical relief is almost entirely
1 KRO BG1/11/4-, P *122 - 19 February 184-7.
2 Ibid, p 123 - 16 February 184-7*
3 KRO BG1/11/6, p 24-1 - 17 March 1837.
4- Ibid.
3 KRO BG1/11/6, p 4-4-8 - 14- December 1838.
6 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/630a/20 January 1837. u
7 Mr. P. Wood to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12389/2082a/8 March 1837.
8 The PLCs to Mr. P. Wood: PRO MH12 12389/2082a/l4- March 1837.
in the hands of the relieving officers, who give or withhold orders as
1
judgment prompts or caprice dictates,1
When officers differed in their assessment of what a particular 
patient required, the relieving officer amended his medical colleague*s 
order. This kind of behaviour, although quite legal, inevitably led to 
friction as the medical men felt that such actions debased them in the 
eyes of their patients. In a typical case, Dr. Brown, the Medical Officer 
of Cobham, complained to the Epsom Board of Guardians that the relieving 
officer had ignored an order to provide a sick pauper with wine and
p
beef. However, the guardians supported the relieving officer,
presumably because they did not consider that the pauper’s illness
warranted such relief. The medical officer made his position absolutely
clear by repeating the order but with no more success than on the 
3
previous occasion. Dr. Courtney, the Medical Officer of Leatherhead,
If.
suffered from the same kind of interference and resigned when the
5
guardians persisted in supporting the actions of the relieving officer. 
Occasionally, officers overstepped the mark and were reprimanded; this 
happened to the Kingston Relieving Officer when he substituted bread 
and groceries for the meat ordered by the district medical officer.
Conflict often arose when relieving officers failed to give their
medical colleagues sufficient warning that paupers were ill and.needed
visiting. Dr. Fletcher, the Medical Officer of the Woking district in
Guildford Union, complained that he was unable to visit sick paupers on
the day orders were issued because the relieving officer did not send
them to him until after he had set out on his rounds. He pointed out
that as his district was an extensive one, he needed to receive his
orders early in the morning to save him crossing and recrossing the same 
7area.
1 Griffin R., ’Poor Lav; Medical Relief*, Transactions of the National 
Association for the Promotion of Social Science (London 1861), p 376.
2 KRO BG3/11/7, P 313 - 27 August 1831.
3 Ibid, p 313 - 3 September 1851.
k Ibid, p 608 - 30 August 1833*
3 Ibid, p 610 - 6 September 1833*
6 KRO BG8/11/1, p 181 - 3 February I8A3 .
7 KRO BG6/11/7, P 39 - 30 October I8A7.
Occasionally, relieving officers did not consult their medical 
colleagues at all and made decisions which were rightly their?s.
Mr. Butcher, the Relieving Officer of Hambledon Union, was heavily 
criticised by a coroner’s jury for sending a sick pauper, William 
Fain, to the workhouse infirmary v/ithout consulting the medical officer; 
as a result the pauper died shortly after entering the House.
This kind of behaviour and the deep resentment medical officers
felt about the arrangements for granting outdoor medical relief sometimes
led to a complete breakdown in their relationship with relieving officers
At Farnham Union, Dr. Maybury clashed so often and seriously with the
relieving officer of his district that he refused to have any ’Personal
Intercourse* with him and insisted that all communications between 
2
them be by letter. Even though the guardians and the Poor Law Board
tried to mediate between them, Maybury refused for some time to meet,
his fellow officer. Brook Fishley, the Medical Officer for the
Guildford district, became so angry with his lay colleague that he was
reprimanded for continuously making ’scurrilous remarks* about him to
Zf
the paupers in the area.
. Behaviour _of this'.kind is yet another example of how easy it was
for conflict situations to develop between rival Poor Law officers
whose powers and duties overlapped and whose educational and social
backgrounds were often so different as to make whole-hearted cooperation
5
extremely unlikely if not impossible.
Although career details are missing for 23 out of the 68 officers 
who served the Surrey Unions between 183^ and 1871, 3^ out of the 
remaining k3 (some 79*2 per cent) for whom curricula vitae exist had 
had some relevant experience or training before joining the staff of
1 KRO BG7/11/6, pp 69-70 - 12 March 1866.
2 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/18939/18 May 1863.
3 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/21331/29 May 1863.
k KRO BG6/11/13, p 82 - 3 February 1839*
3 See Chapter VIII for conflict between workhouse officers.
TABLE XXVIII: The Surrey Relieving Officers* Occupational Background
Officer’s occupation 
before appointment
Relieving officer
7 I 16.4
Collector of poor
6 I 14.1Workhouse porter
Workhouse schoolteacher
Superintendent of a 
hospital
Collector of tolls
Soldier
Policeman
Accountant
Farm manager
Cordwamer
Wheelwright
Total of officers whose 
curricula vitae have 
been preserved 2 1 6 100.0
Officers whose 
curricula vitae have 
not survived 3 1 I25
Total number of 
officers serving in 
Surrey between 1834 
and 1871
the Surrey Unions, Twelve had previously served as relieving officers 
(4-), overseers (7) or collectors of poor rates (1): these officers, 
some 28 per cent of the total, should.have been well prepared for 
their posts and capable of carrying out their duties efficiently. 
Others had had valuable bookkeeping experience outside the service: 
one had been an accountant, five had been clerks, and another a 
collector of tolls. Four farmers, a farm manager, an innkeeper and 
two grocers should not have been complete strangers to simple book­
keeping.1
On the other hand while lacking bookkeeping expertise, many of
the remaining officers had had valuable experience in dealing with the
poor before taking up their posts: six had been workhouse porters and
three Poor Law schoolteachers. Only six of the 4-3 lacked any obvious
qualifications: these were a soldier, a policeman, a cordwainer, a
2
harnessmaker, a hatter and a wheelwright.
One would expect the badly-prepared officers to be the least
3
effective and Stephen Harris of Chertsey, the harnessmaker, and John
kPeters of Godstone, a farmer, were both forced to resign through
admitted incompetence. An innkeeper, William King, absconded with'
5union funds. However, the rest of the ill-prepared officers survived 
successfully like John Wood of Dorking, the wheelwright, who completed 
28 years* service in 1871.
1 See Table XXVIII.
2 Ibid.
3 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1214-9/5820/7 February 1859.
4 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12316/824-/5 January 1850.
5 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12336/19569/27 June 184-9.
6 Appointed: Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/824-7A/
10 July 184-3.
Many of the most incompetent officers were appointed immediately
after the creation of the unions: for example, Wilkinson of Chertsey
(1835-7)Bull of Dorking (1836-8),^ Bradford (1836)^  and Mason 
j, c
(1836) of Epsom and Lovell of Guildford (1836-43)• Some officers
served for a number of years but staggered from one crisis to another
like Tomlinson of Chertsey (1837-58) and Morell of Godstone (1850-9):
6 7Tomlinson was forced to resign while Morell was dismissed.
However, during the middle years of the period, the district 
relief service settled down and only six officers were dismissed or 
required to resign in the period between 185O and 1871: Berryman of
o
Guildford (1853), Tomlinson of Chertsey (1858), Randall of Reigate
(1859),9 Morell of Godstone (1859), King of Guildford (1861) , 10 and
11Oram of Kingston (1864). As far as one can tell none of these 
officers had had experience of the Poor Law service before joining 
their union: two were farmers (Berryman and Morell), one ; an inn­
keeper (King) and another a clerk (Oram) - the previous occupations 
of the remaining two were not recorded.
On the whole, the Surrey Relieving Officers seem to have been 
reasonably well prepared for their posts. Certainly, union minutes 
and correspondence with the central authority contain fewer complaints 
about them than about district medical officers. However, this is
1 KRO BG1/11/1, p 290 - 28 November 1837.
2 KRO BG2/11/1, pp 4-11-13 - 20 December 1838.
3 KRO BG3/11/1, p 25 - 8 July 1836.
4 Ibid.
5 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MK12 12335/8860A/10 August 1843.
6 KRO BG1/11/6, p 448 - 14 December 1858.
7 Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12318/25056/11 June 1859.
8 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12337/34632/3 October 1853.
9 KRO BG9/11/6, p 355 - 7 September 1859.
10 KRO BG6/11/14, p 142 - 7 December 1861.
11 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1 2399/16857/18 May 1864.
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TABLE XXIX: The Surrey Relieving Officers* Reasons for
Resigning Between and 1871
Reasons for resignation! $ I
MO
Admitted incompetence
( Required to resign
Dismissed
Absconded
T
Retired through 
ill health
Death
Retired through old age
f Resigned dissatisfied 
I. with salary
j Temporary appointment
I Promotion unspecified
[ Promotion within
I the service\ .
*1
i- Entered new careers
' Reason not known
\ Total of officers who 
: completed their service 
!; in Surrey
; Still serving in 1871
Total number of 
relieving officers who 
served in Surrey 
between 183^ and 1871
Millie
3 7 100.0
3 11
hardly surprising as there were far more medical than relieving officers 
and the poor must have been very reluctant to criticise men who had 
such power over them.
There can be little doubt that many relieving officers were
inefficient for at least some part of their service. A third of the
officers (16 out of 4-8) who completed their service in Surrey between
1834- and 1871 were either required to resign, dismissed, resigned
after complaints, or absconded when things became too difficult for 
1
them to handle. Another three officers* efficiency was greatly
reduced by long periods of ill health. Of the officers presumed to
be efficient, seven (16.6 per cent) either died while still serving
of retired through old age. Two officers (4-.2 per cent) resigned
because they were dissatisfied with their salaries while another was
only a temporary appointment. However, thirteen officers (22.8 per
cent) obtained more lucrative posts within the service (3) or took
up new careers (4-). The eight remaining officers* reasons for
resigning were not recorded; -however , as they resigned voluntarily
2
it may be presumed that they fell into the last two categories.
An analysis of the officers* length of service confirms this 
3
pattern. 10.3 per cent of -the officers served for less than a year 
and another 23 per cent for between one and four years, 10.3 per cent 
between five and nine years; 13*3 per cent betv/een ten and fourteen 
years; 4-.4- per cent between fifteen andinineteen years; 3*9 per 
cent betv/een 20 and 24- years; and 2.9 per cent between 30 and 34- years. 
The short term servers were: nearly all ‘failures* v/ho were appointed 
at the:beginning of the period or poorly qualified officers. .
1 See Table XXIX.
2 See Table XXIX
3 See Table XXX.
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On the basis of education, occupational background, length of
service and case histories, it would appear that two-thirds of the
re lie v in g  o ffic e rs  employed by the Surrey Unions between 183& and 1871
reached satisfactory levels of efficiency from their employers* point
of view. That is, they were able to maintain their books, handle the
administrative aspects of their work and keep relief down to levels
which were deemed appropriate by the guardians. It is much more
difficult to ascertain whether these officers were as efficient in
meeting the needs of the poor quickly and fairly. Certainly, they
must have experienced the greatest difficulty covering their vast
districts especially as many of them did not even possess a horse and
had to make their tours on foot. In this situation the poor in out-
1lying parishes must have suffered considerably.
As we have seen, pressure of work drove some officers to adopt
dubious shortcuts such as granting relief for long periods of time
2
without visiting the recipients regularly and issuing orders itfithout
3
visiting claimants and assessing their condition and requirements. 
Slapdash filling out of medical orders led to a number of tragedies
kand reduced the overall efficiency of the district medical service.
As the salaries offered these overworked officers were low even
5
by contemporary standards, it is hardly surprising that the Surrey 
Unions did not obtain the services of the best qualified and most 
efficient officers. In the circumstances it is surprising that 
mediocre officers managed to provide as efficient a service as they 
did. As in so many areas of the Poor Law service, the Surrey Unions 
seem to have received good value for money spent.
1 See p 2 $ $
2 Ibldy
3 See p 2£7
k  See pp 2.24-7
3 See Table XXXI.
(c) OUTDOOR BELIEF1
In its analysis of the weaknesses of the Old Poor Law, the Royal
Commission of 1832-4- placed the greatest emphasis on grants of outdoor
relief to the able-bodied poor, a practice which it condemned as *the
2
master evil of the present system.* The allowance system whereby
parochial funds were used to supplement labourers* wages was regarded
as the worst manifestation of this *evil*. As a result, the Royal
Commission recommended that all outdoor relief to able-bodied paupers
be prohibited and relief confined to the inmates of 1well-regulated 
3
workhouses.* The Report also laid down the famous principle that
the situation of *the individual relieved shall not be made really or
apparently so eligible as the situation of the independent labourer of 
hthe lowest class.* Furthermore, the authors of the Report recommended
that this prohibition of outdoor relief should be put into ‘universal
5operation* within two years. In the meantime, there was to be a 
gradual substitution of relief in kind for money doles.^ All who 
received benefits from the parish should work for the parish *as hard 
and for less wages than independent labourers work for individual
7
employers.* In fact, able-bodied paupers, even of *the best
g
character* were not to be offered more than a subsistence wage.
The 183^ Act failed to stipulate the future modes of relieving 
the poor. It merely authorised the Poor Law Commissioners to regulate
9
relief by *such rules, regulations and orders as they shall think fit.*
1 For this section, see Webb S. and B., English Poor Law History
' Part II: The Last Hundred Years (Edinburgh 19$3)Y PP 3^4-402;
Webb S. and B., Poor Lav; Policy (London 1910), pp A-8, 83-91 * 
I5A-3, 237-9; Rose M. E., The Allowance System Under the New 
Poor Law; Economic History Review (2nd series), Vol. XIX (1966),
pp 607-20.
2 The 183^ Poor Law Report, p 279.
3 Ibid, p 262.
A Ibid, pp 263-^ .
3 Ibid, p 268.
6 Ibid, p 298.
7 Ibid, p 262.
8 Ibid, p Z G k .
9 k  and 3 William IV, c 76, S 32.
Although keen to implement the prohibition of outdoor relief at the
earliest possible moment, the Poor Law Commissioners were compelled
to wait until the new boards of guardians had settled down to their
new roles* It took many local officials a considerable time to
understand the new regulations* At Chertsey, a union with a
particularly bad unemployment problem, the board of guardians had to
remind the Walton overseers 'to be more careful in relieving able-
bodied laborers- and then only in articles of absolute necessity and
not with mutton except in cases of sickness** In the other Surrey
rural unions, the central authority experienced much greater
difficulty in implementing the new rules* In 1836 Dorking Guardians
asked the Poor Law Commissioners' permission to give able-bodied
2
paupers with five or more children relief in kind* The Poor Lav/
Commissioners' reply was a firm refusal: 'The Guardians will see
the Necessity of discountenancing the dangerous System of Head Money
3
Scale Allowance .....* For almost three years, the guardians abided
by their instructions and then suddenly in January 1839 a powerful
clique, ignoring the advice of Edward Kerrick, the chairman, and
Captain Parrot, the vice-chairman, resolved that 'Relief in Kind be
given to the deserving heads of large Families during the high price 
if
of provisions.* Edward Kerrick immediately informed the Commissioners
5of what v/as happening and asked to be received by them. They agreed
to this and sent the board a firm letter saying that they could not
assent to the re-establishment of the allowance system at Dorking.
Completely unabashed, the dissident guardians reiterated their
7resolution and granted outdoor relief to a group of families. In 
face of this continued rebellion, Kerrick requested the Commissioners 
to send Dr. Kay-Shuttleworth, the Assistant Commissioner for the
g
district, to Dorking to attend the next board meeting.
1 KRO BG1/11/2, p 76 - 18 June 1839.
2 KRO BG2/22/1, p 29 - 11 August 1836.
3 Ibid, p 4-1 - 1 September 1836.
4- Edward Kerrick to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/132a/3 January 1839.
3 Ibid.
6 PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12219/132a/9 January 1839.
7 Edward Kerrick to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/Wfa/l6 January 1839*
8 Ibid.
Presumably, this did no good as Kerrick called a meeting of *all the
influential landed proprietors and magistrates of the area1 and
obtained their support for ending outdoor relief to able-bodied
paupers. Anticipating that even backed by the richest and most
influential men in the district, he would not be able to browbeat
his opponents into submission, Kerrick asked the Commissioners to
2issue an Outdoor Relief Prohibitory Order. Kerrick*s fear proved to
be well founded as his opponents responded to his call for a return to
3
legality by passing their resolution a third time. However, this
proved to be their final gesture of defiance as a prohibitory order
arrived the next day and Kerrick was able to bring them to heel by
promising to persuade the Commissioners to withdraw the order for the 
L
time being. The Poor Law Commissioners agreed on Kay-Shuttieworth’s
c
advice to suspend the order until 25th March, 1839*
If Kerrick thought that he had achieved final victory over the 
supporters of the allowance system, he soon learnt otherwise. In 
January 184-1, during Kerrickfs absence, his opponents granted relief 
to a number of families following a severe frost and thought to
g
escape detection by not recording their action. The following week,
Kerrick complained that relief was.: being given out in *a lump1 instead 
7of daily. <. The Commissioners took the hint and wrote a sharply worded 
letter to the board of guardians pointing out that they would not 
sanction any relief unless they were provided with adequate reasons 
for each case. Undeterred, the pro-allowance group broke the regulations 
once again by giving an unemployed labourer with six children and a sick
g
wife a bag of flour. This time the Commissioners established their
1 Edward Kerrick to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/6^/21 January 1839.
2 Ibid.
3 KRO BG2/11/2, p 12 - 24 January 1839.
4 Edward Kerrick to Dr. Kay: PRO MH12 12219/740a/25 January 1839*
5 The PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12219/740a/6 February 1839.
6 Edward Kerrick to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12220/521a/2 January 1841.
7 Edward Kerrick to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12220/254a/8 January 184-1.
8 Edward Kerrick to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12220/1223a/5 February 184-1.
authority by refusing to sanction the relief so that the guardians had
1to pay for the flour themselves. This firm action seems to have 
crushed any embers of revolt that remained.
By contrast, Epsom Guardians appeared to cooperate with the Poor
Law Commissioners from the start. In 1834-, Epsom Vestry reduced the
size of their outdoor relief and discontinued their payment of
2
unemployed labourers* rent. In 1836, the board of guardians suspended 
all outdoor relief except in cases of sickness, accident or 'urgent
•z
necessity.* However, in 1837* Assistant Commissioner Charles Mott 
inveighed against the board of guardians* extreme adherence to the old 
system of outdoor relief,^ and in 1838 the central authority had to
5send an Assistant Commissioner to Epsom to explain the regulations. 
William Everett, the clerk to the Epsom Guardians, told the central 
authority that there had been a rapid return to *some of the worst 
flaws of the old law* because the Commissioners had allowed 'the
g
principles of the New Poor Law to be infringed.*
On the other hand, Godstone Guardians quietly ignored the central
authority's regulations and employed the poor in profit-making ventures.
When the Commissioners eventually learned that they were employing the
workless in the local gravel pits, they sanctioned the scheme with the
7
reminder that they should be informed of all such cases. Although 
the guardians appeared to conform on receiving a prohibitory order 
in 184-0, their attitude had not really changed and they were soon 
employing large numbers of labourers in the gravel pits or
granting them outdoor relief when there was plenty of room for
9
them and their families m  the workhouse.^ The Poor Lav;
Commissioners persuaded themselves that Godstone Guardians had
10misunderstood the regulations. Although the Commissioners made no
1 The PLCs to Dorking Union: PRO MH12 12220/1223a/16 February 184-1 •
2 Epsom Vestry to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12233/1118/28 October 1834-.
3 KRO BG3/11/1, p 13 - 22 June 1836.
h  Charles Mott to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12233/3865A/2 August 1837.
3 PLCs to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12233/2333a/12 March 1838.
6 William Everett to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12236/24-08A/7 March 184-0.
7 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 123l4-/9632a/24- September 184-0.
8 KRO BG3/11/3, p 123 - 4- September 18*K).
9 KRO BG3/11/1, p 262 - 3 September 1837*
10 The PLCs to Godstone Union: PRO MH12 12314/14-4-97/21 December 184-2.
further complaints there is every reason to believe that the guardians
continued to relieve their able-bodied paupers out of the workhouse
while imposing taskwork down to the publication of the iWf Outdoor
1
Belief Prohibitory Order.
Although Guildford Guardians ordered the cessation of outdoor
2
relief in 1836, they soon fell from grace. On 11th October, 1836, they
wrote to the central authority demanding to be allowed to distribute
outdoor relief because of *the extreme misery* of their unemployed
labourers. When the central authority refused them permission they
threatened to resign en masse and resolved by twelve votes to six that
*each case shall be investigated and decided according to its own merits
and that able-bodied labourers out of. employment shall not be
if
indiscriminately refused relief out of the workhouse.* In the
following year, the Poor Lavr Commissioners intervened and ordered the
5
board to stop giving outrelief to able-bodied paupers. As this
prohibition had little effect, Assistant Commissioner W. H. T. Hawley
was sent to the union to report on the situation. He established that
the guardians had been giving outdoor relief to about 30 able-bodied
paupers throughout the winter. When he tried to remonstrate with the
guardians, they had the timerity to *ARGUE* (his capitals) with him.
Shaken by what he seems to have regarded as an unnerving experience,
Hawley recommended that a prohibitory order should be issued forthwith.
7
Although the guardians received this in August/ they did not carry out 
its instructions. They continued to apply for permission to grant
g
outdoor relief to able-bodied paupers with large families and to admit 
their children into the workhouseIn 1838, the Commissioners rebuked
1 The guardians got as far as discussing whether they should dis­
continue outdoor labour and relief in 18^  but went no further:
KRO BG5/11A, P 293 - 22 September 1844.
2 KRO BG6/11/1, p 19 - 21 May 1836.
3 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12332/3686/11 October 1836.
k  KRO BG6/11/1, p 119 - 13 October 1836; The PLCs to Guildford Union:
PRO MH12 12332/3686/1^ October 1836.
5 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12332/3807c/8 May 1837-
6 W. H. T. Hawley*s ms report; PRO MH12 12333/6209c/27 July 1837-
7 KRO BG6/11/1, p 320 - 17 August 1837.
8 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12333/9137c/1 November 1837*
9 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12333/10332c/13 November 1837*
the guardians for giving out-of-work bricklayers outdoor relief,
arguing that their wages were kept artificially high to secure them
for such eventualities and maintaining that ’It would also be manifestly
unjust to the industrious and well-disposed Labourer to confer a
privilege on the wives and Families of profligate individuals, which
is withheld from them.* Thereafter, Guildford Guardians seem to
have obeyed the regulations although unhappy with this limitation of
their discretionary powers. However, Robert Austen, an ex-officio
guardian, wrote to the Commissioners in 1843 to warn them that his
colleagues had discovered a way of circumventing the regulations
prohibiting outdoor relief to the able-bodied. They believed that
they were entitled to relieve the temporarily unemployed under the
clause dealing v/ith ’cases of sudden and urgent necessity occasioned 
2
by a storm.* The Commissioners thanked Austen for the information
and informed the board of guardians that such an interpretation of the
3
clause was inadmissable. Even this was not an end to the board’s 
ingenuity as Assistant Commissioner Parker discovered in 1843 that 
the guardians had passed a resolution allowing their relieving officers 
to grant ’trifling relief’ to unemployed able-bodied paupers betv/een 
board meetings. This power had been greatly abused and had to be
4revoked.
Hambledon Guardians like those at Guildford started off by 
withdrav/ing outdoor relief but, according to W. H. T. Hawley, soon 
relapsed into their ’former practice of giving relief to the able-
5
bodied out of the H o u s e . A s  a result, the Commissioners sent 
Hambledon Union a prohibitory order. The guardians replied that ’it 
is the unanimous opinion of the Board of Guardians that the plan of 
relief on which the Board of Guardians has hitherto been proceeding 
has acted most efficiently and that ••••• it could not be abandoned at 
the present season without producing great inconvenience and that
1 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12333/391c/22 January 1838. 
Later the PLCs informed the Guildford Guardians that ’the workhouse 
test was best for labourers as it encouraged farmers to increase 
their labourers’ v/ages rather than lose their services - PRO MH12 
12333/94?a/8 February 1839.
2 Mr. ;Austen to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12335/3922a/11 April 1843.
3 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12333/3922a/13 April 1843.
4 Mr. Parker’s ms report: PRO MH12 12333/8860a/26 July 1843*
3 V/. H. T. Hawley’s ms report: PRO MH12 12370/6243a/1 August 1837.
consequently the Guardians request they may be allowed to proceed 
as they have done - at least during the ensuing winter. On the 
advice of Assistant Commissioner R. B. Cane, who had found the guardians 
'most accommodating1, the Commissioners granted the board a couple of 
months in which to inform its paupers of the new arrangements; the 
guardians were ordered to implement the order in December 1837*
However, severe frosts during the following winter led to such wide­
spread unemployment that the guardians started granting outdoor relief 
to the able-bodied. Worse still, according to W. H. T* Hawley, they
passed an Obnoxious* resolution calling on Parliament to invest boards
3of guardians with discretionary powers m  relief matters. The angry
Assistant Commissioner admitted to being somewhat mollified by the
speed with which the guardians rescinded the offending resolution as
soon as he pointed out how offensive it would be to the
if.
Commissioners. However, rising unemployment the following autumn 
produced similar illegal arrangements. When the guardians asked the 
Commissioners to sanction the admission of one or more children from
5
very large families into the workhouse, they were treated to a homily
g
on the evils of the allowance system. The Commissioners pointed out 
that it was impossible to avoid the consequences of bad weather and 
argued that if the guardians did not interfere employers would be 
forced to increase wages if they wanted strong, healthy labourers. 
Moreover, they argued, the unemployed could survive itfith 'increased
7
thrift and somewhat diminished consumption. 1 But whatever happened,
g
they warned, 'There must be no return to the Allowance System.*
1 KRO BG7/11/1, p 101 - 4- September 1837*
Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/754-9c/4- September 1837*
2 The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12370/7f&9c/7 December 1837.
3 V/. H. T. Hawley's ms report: PRO MH12 12370/4-829/30 April 1838.
4- Ibid.
3 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/10469c/8 November 1838.
6 The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12370/104-69c/23 November 1838.
7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
Thereafter, the board appears to have abided by the regulations 
as the central authority lodged no more complaints. However, Hambledon 
had a particularly severe unemployment problem during the 1thirties 
and ’forties which led on at least one occasion to the suspension 
of the prohibitory order: in the winter of 184-1-2 the guardians' were 
overwhelmed with applications for relief and, the workhouse being 
full, they authorised their relieving officers to grant temporary
'I
outdoor r e l i e f .  R ichard Sparkes, ’ the la rg e s t ra te p ay e r in  the
parish of Alford’, complained that the local overseers were maintaining
two pauper families in cottages near his house instead of in the
2workhouse because it was cheaper. When the Commissioners questioned
3
Hambledon Guardians, they admitted that the farmer’s statement was 
correct but claimed that the overseers had acted without consulting
if
the board. It may well be that many more examples of illegal relief 
were hidden from the central authority.
Kingston Board o f Guardians seems to  have escaped the  a t te n t io n
of the central authority and its Assistant Commissioners throughout
the 1830s. When they issued regulations controlling outdoor relief in
184-0, they were of their own composition. They wrote around to
neighbouring unions asking whether in their experience ’the refusal
of outdoor relief .... (had) ••••• a beneficial influence on the
5industry of the working classes.* On receiving favourable replies
from B re n tfo rd , C hertsey , Croydon, Richmond, Wandsworth and Windsor
Unions, they issued an order banning the granting of outdoor relief
to able-bodied paupers. The guardians seem to have strictly adhered
to their regulations throughout the ’forties and to have enforced the
performance of taskwork by paupers they could not admit to the workhouse.
They were particularly vigilant in searching out professional malingerers
and in 184-1 passed a special resolution prohibiting the giving of outdoor
7
relief to this class of pauper.
1 KRO BG7/11/1, p 359 - 20 December 184-1.
2 Richard Sparkes to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/13152a/26 November 184-6.
3 The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12371/13152a/3 December 184-6.
4- Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1 2371/14-215a/23 December 184-6.
5  KRO BG8/11/1, p 14-7 - 2 December 18 0^.
6 KRO BG8/11/1, pp 14-9-50 - 9 December 1840.
7 Ibid, pp 263-9 - 20 October 184-1.
Reigate Union was another district with a serious unemployment
or more accurately underemployment problem. Betchworth*s Vestry clerk
complained in 1834- that as many as 4-0 to 50 labourers in his parish
alone were out of work for seven months of the year. In the
circumstances it is hardly surprising that Assistant Commissioner Mott
had the greatest difficulty persuading the local guardians to do away
with the allowance system. Following a series of complaints from the 
2Poor Law auditor, Mott reprimanded the guardians for granting outdoor
3
relief. In fact, he pointed out that all their rates of relief were 
much higher than those in the rest of the area and were not graded 
according to the differing circumstances of the applicants. Many
If. c
other relief cases. \ were challenged in January and November 1838.
In consequence of the guardians* failure to moderate their expenditure 
on relief, the Commissioners issued a special prohibitory order which 
arrived in August 184-0. However, the unemployment problem in the 
Reigate area remained so severe that the Commissioners were forced
to relax their rules and allow the guardians discretionary powers.?
*7 3 Q
to provide outdoor relief in 184-1, 184-2 and 184-3, complaining on
each occasion that the guardians did not require the able-bodied to
perform suitable tasks of work. There were so many labourers out of
work in 184-3 that the guardians set up a committee to discover the
10best means of I employing them in their own parishes. These discussions
yielded nothing more original than a plan to purchase land on which the.
11unemployed could be set to work. Discontent among the unemployed
1 Clerk of Betchworth Vestry to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12575/911a/r 
20 September 1834-.
2 Unnamed Poor Law auditor to Charles Mott: PRO MH12 12575/98l8a/
15 November 1837*
3 Charles Mott to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12575/98l8a/15 November 1837.
4- Unnamed Poor Law auditor to Charles Mott: PRO MH12 12575/701a/
6 January 1838.
5 Charles Mott to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12575/701a/29 November 1838.
6 The PLCs to Reigate Union: KRO BG9/11/2, p 20 - 25 August 1840.
7 The PLCs to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12575/11048a/7 November 184-0.
8 The PLCs to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12575/4-11a/l9 February 184-1.
9 The PLCs to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12575/854-a/25 January 184-2 and
12315a/12 October 184-2.
10 KRO BG9/11/5, P 206 - 10 October 184-3.
11 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12376/24-Oa/6 January 184-4-.
boiled over in 1844 as a result of the union’s low wage rates: an 
able-bodied man with a wife and one child earnt only 4s 6d for a 
week’s work on the union’s land, with tv/o children 3s 6d, with three
-I
7s Od, with four 8s Gd and with five or more 9s Od. On 9th January,
1844, the master told the board of guardians that the outdoor paupers
refused to do their taskwork and that the disaffection had spread to
2
the indoor paupers who were also disorderly. Order was restored by
3
threatening to take the offenders before the magistrates. There 
were similar disturbances in 1845*
The last of the Surrey rural unions, Richmond, also seems to
have exhibited signs of rebellion against the ban on outrelief. After
the bitter winter of 1837-8 when the guardians were forced to make
considerable payments, Dr. Kay-Shuttleworth was sent to Richmond to
£
lecture the guardians on the evils of outdoor relief. His efforts 
seem to have been extremely efficacious as there is no evidence that 
the Richmond Guardians ever deviated from the central authority’s 
policy throughout the ’hungry* ’forties.
The difficulties encountered by the central authority in 
implementing its policy in Surrey seem to have been repeated in most
7
of England and Wales. Rhodes- Boyson has demonstrated that the
allowance system continued to flourish in Northeast Lancashire
8throughout the period 1834 to 1871* Anne Digby has made similar
1 KRO BG9/11/3, p 236 - 4 January 1844.
2 Ibid, p 258 - 9 January 1844.
3 Ibid.
4 KRO BG9/11/4, p 19 - 2 December 1843.
3 KRO BG10/11/1, pp 286-7 - 2 August 1838.
6 Ibid, p 303 - 13 September 1838.
7 Rose M. E., *The Allowance System Under the New Poor Law| Ec H R ; 
(2nd series), Vol. 19 (1986), pp 607-20.
8 Rhodes Boyson,*The New Poor Lav; in North East Lancashire in 1837-71J 
Transactions of the Lancashire and Cheshire Antiquarian Society,
LXX (1960), p 37. '
TABLE XXXII: The Outrelief Orders in Force in Surrey in 1847, 1871 and 1906
UNION 1847 1871 1906
CHERTSEI T. P.T. P.T.
DORKING P. P. P.
epsom ■; P. P. P.
FARNHAM Nil P. P.
GODSTONE P. P. P.
GUILDFORD P.T. P.T. P.T.
HAMBLEDON P.T. P.T. P.T.
KINGSTON c. P.T. P.T.
REIGATE P. P. P.
RICHMOND C. R. R.
TOTAL P (396) 
PT ( 81)
c ( 29)
T ( 32)
KEY
P =s Outdoor Relief Prohibitory Order was in force 
T = Outdoor Labour Test Order was also in force 
R = An Outdoor Regulation Order was in force
C = Special Regulations in regard to a Labour Test for Outdoor Paupers in 
1847: "If any able-bodied male pauper shall apply to be set to work 
by the parish, one-half at least of the relief which may be 
afforded to him or to his family shall be in kind."
Extracted from Lists provided by S. and B. V/ebb, English Poor Law Policy, 
Appendix A, pp 321-342.
A
claims for the Eastern Counties while J. Brocklebank believes that
the workhouse test had been undermined in Lincolnshire by 184-2.
Certainly, R. M. Gutchen*s contention that the 1834- act established
national standards of poor relief is a description of the central
authorityfs unfulfilled aims rather than an accurate summary of what 
3
happened.
Encouraged by the  success (? ) o f in d iv id u a l p ro h ib it io n  orders  
in  the southern co u n ties , the c e n tra l a u th o r ity  issued a G eneral 
Outdoor R e l ie f  P ro h ib ito ry  Order in  December 1844-, which was the
if
strictest regulation issued on the subject. At face value this left
the boards of guardians with no means of evading the order except
where they could prove that individuals required relief either on
5account of * sudden and urgent necessity1 or because of 1sickness,
g
a cc id e n t, o r b o d ily  or m ental in f i r m i t y  . *  Some years p re v io u s ly , in  
184-2, th e  c e n tra l a u th o r ity  had recognised th a t th e re  were unions  
where the  workhouse te s t  could not be imposed a t  - a l l  tim es and ,had 
passed the Outdoor Labour Test Order to  enable such unions to  supply
7
able-bodied paupers with outdoor relief in return for taskwork.
By 184-7, there were 396 unions throughout England and Wales 
including Dorking, Epsom, Godstone and Reigate where Outdoor Relief 
Prohibitory Orders were in force. 81 unions including Guildford and 
Hambledon possessed both Outdoor Relief Prohibitory and Outdoor Labour
t
1 Digby A., The Labour Market and the Continuity of Social Policy 
after 1834-: the case of the Eastern Comities1, E.H.R., 1975?
pp 69-83.
2 Brocklebank JV.A. H., *The New Poor Law in Lincolnshire*, 
Lincolnshire Historian II (1962), p 32.
3 Gutchen R. M., fLocal Improvements and Centralisation in Nineteenth 
Century England?, Historical Journal IV (1961), No. 1, pp 83-96.
4- Rose M. E., The'English Poor Law 1780-1930 (Newton Abbot 1971),
pp 14-6-7.
3 Outdoor Relief Prohibitory Order, December 1844-, Exception 1st
in Glen V/. C., General Orders of the Poor Law Commissioners
(London 1852), p 312.
6 Ibid.
7 Outdoor Labour Test Order, April 184-2, in Glen W. C., op. cit.,
pp 364-3.
8 V/ebb S. and B., English Poor Law Policy, p 34-2, see Table X X X II.
'I
Test Orders. Richmond and Kingston and 27 other unions had obtained
2
special regulations establishing Labour Tests for able-bodied paupers: 
these usually insisted that fIf any able-bodied male pauper shall 
apply to be set to work by the parish, one-half at least of the relief 
which may be •afforded to him or his family shall be in kind.1 The 
relief arrangements of Chertsey and 31 other unions viere solely
•z
controlled by the Outdoor Labour Test of 184-2.
There was virtually no change in the central authority1s outdoor 
relief policy between 184-7 a M  18?1. True, the Outdoor Relief 
Regulation Order was published in August 1832, but this was little 
more than a codification of the separate Outdoor Labour.Test Orders 
that had been issued between 1833 and 1832. It permitted outdoor 
relief to be given to men subject to a labour test and unconditionally 
to women. Moreover, the number of unions where the Outdoor Relief 
Prohibitory Order was the sole determinant slowly decreased from 398
in 184-7 to 307 in 1871.5
In 1832 Chertsey became the last Surrey Union to receive an 
Outdoor Relief Prohibitory Orders Although the employment situation 
in the district was better than in the *thirties and 1forties, the 
guardians could not cope with the numbers of men thrown out of work 
by severe weather. In 1834-,^  1833>^ 1836,^  1861,*^ 1862,*  ^1864-,^ 
1863,^ 1867,^ 1870^^ and 1871^  the guardians had to grant outdoor 
relief to able-bodied paupers contrary to the Prohibitory Order.
1 Ibid.
2 Ibid.
3 Ibid.
4- The Outdoor Relief Regulation Order, August 1832, PLB (1832), App 1 
and 3*
5 Webb S. and B., English Poor Law Policy, p 90.
6 The PLB to the Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 1214-7/28960/30 August 1852.
7 Chertsey Union to the PLB PRO MH12 1214-8/4-92/4- January 1834-.
8 Chertsey Union to the PLB PRO MH12 1214-8/3260/13 February 1833.
9 Chertsey Union to the PLB PRO MH12 121W3727/29. January 1866.
10 Chertsey Union to the PLB PRO MH12 12130/3839/23 January 1861.
11 Chertsey Union to the PLB PRO MH12 12130/2679/21 January 1862.
12 Chertsey Union to the PLB PRO MH12 12130/4-9893/30 December 1864-.
13 Chertsey Union to the PLB PRO MH12 12131/3161/16 January 1863.
14- KRO BG1/11/9, P 27-26 March 1867.
13 KRO BG1/11/10, p 81 - 11 January 1870.
16 Ibid, p 297 - 10 January 1871*
Although the central authority warned the guardians from time to 
time not to continue relief after the weather had improved, they 
viere never able to prove malpractice: year after year the workhouse 
was full of unemployed labourers and their families during the winter 
months and outdoor relief was the only means of helping those who could 
not be accommodated.
The situation in Dorking Union was relatively favourable throughout
the period from 184-7 to 1871* Inspector Pigott regularly recorded
1
that there was full employment in the area which suffered less than
2 3the others from bad weather. Copse cutting and the boom in the
4-building industry helped to protect the Dorking poor from the full 
horrors of unemployment. Moreover, Pigott referred rather vaguely
5
in his reports to the existence of *private care.*^
For most of the same period, the Epsom poor enjoyed full employ­
ment and so the guardians viere able to be extremely strict in their 
interpretation of the relief regulations. In 1837» Sir Walter 
Farquahar complained to the Poor Law Board that a sick labourer he 
had dismissed had been refused relief by the guardians. The guardians 
maintained that they had only been carrying out their instructions 
and that Sir Walter should not have dismissed the man and thrown him:
7
on the parish. Even Colonel Pigott felt that the guardians had been
unduly harsh but agreed that the central authority had no right to
8interfere in individual cases. The guardians1 full ruthlessness was 
exposed in the same year when it was discovered that their relieving 
officer had threatened a sick pauper with removal to his place of 
settlement if he asked for relief. On being instructed by the Poor Lav; Board
1 Colonel Pigott*s ms reports: PRO MH12 12222/34-60a/23 February 184-7 
and 3383/31 January 1830.
2 Colonel Pigott*s ms reports: PRO MH12 12223/1833/13 January 1833 
and 1911/12 January 1834-.
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms reports: PRO MH12 12224/3000/31 January 1861.
4- Mr. Langley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12223/374-06/4- August 1870.
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12224/3000/31 January 1861.
6 Sir W. Farquahar to the PLB: PRO MH.12 1224-1/1033^ /8 March 1837.
7 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1224-1/11663/8 April 1837.
8 The PLB to Sir W. Farquahar: PRO MH12 1224-1/11663/23 April 1837*
to reprimand the officer concerned, the guardians admitted that he
'I
was acting on the orders of their chairman. The severity of the
guardians1 attitude seems to have lessened with the years as Inspector
Longley complained in 1870 that the workhouse was too small to receive
all the unemployed able-bodied labourers and their families during
the winter months, that significant numbers were being relieved
illegally and that the board of guardians had not reported distributing
2
outdoor relief to the central authority. Moreover, Longley claimed
that the guardians exaggerated their accommodation problems as ‘There
was an undue tendency on the part of the Guardians to give relief out 
3
of the workhouse. 1 The guardians admitted that they had not offered 
the House to many applicants for relief because they did not want 
to break up their homes and throw ‘many worthy people1 permanently
4.
onto parish relief. The Poor Law Board insisted that the guardians
put themselves in a position to offer appropriate accommodation to able-
bodied paupers and ordered the district auditor to look through their
5
relief lists with the greatest care.
There is very little evidence 'relating to the^treatment of able-
bodied paupers in Farnham Union for most of the ‘thirties and ‘forties
as all the union minutes from that period have been lost and very
little correspondence between the Poor Lav; Commissioners and the
guardians has survived. At the beginning of his tour of duty in 184-6,
Inspector Pigott reported that 1: - Farnham Guardians were still
distributing outdoor relief but recommended that no prohibitory order
should be issued until they had carried out certain improvements to
the workhouse. In fact, in 184-7? he had to ask for the border to be
7postponed yet again due to the House‘s deficiencies. The order was
1 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 1224-1/13878/6 May 1857.
2 Mr. Longley‘s ms report: PRO MH12 1224-3/4-1938/21 September 1870.
3 Mr. Longley‘s note on the back of PRO MH12 1224-3/3792/2 February 1871.
4- Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 1224-3/944-3/23 February 1871.
3 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12243/9443/13 March 1871.
6 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12270/311a/10 January 1846.
7 Colonel Pigott‘s ms report: PRO MH12 12271/13991a/27 August 1847*
imposed in 1848 and there is no evidence that the guardians failed to 
adhere to the regulations thereafter.
The farmers of Godstone Union seem to have been as determined as 
the guardians to avoid the necessity of paying outrelief to large 
numbers of casual labourers. In 1848, the guardians informed the
central authority that a group of Tatsfield farmers were setting up an
. . . .  1unofficial fund for maintaining impecunious labourers. The Poor Lav/
Board declared these proceedings illegal and warned those involved that
2they were liable to prosecution. This killed the project just as the
relieving officer was informing the Poor Law Board that labourers* v/ages
3
were being severely reduced. As a result of this and previous 
reductions, the Godstone Guardians relapsed into distributing illegal 
outdoor relief. In January 1849, the Poor Lav/ Board accused the 
guardians of granting allowances in aid of v/ages and refused to
if
sanction the relief they had already given. In spite of this
unsuccessful trial of strength with the central authority, the guardians
continued to award outdoor relief to able-bodied paupers rather than
5
break up their homes, as they informed the Poor Lav/ Board. The 
refusal of the, central authority to sanction these payments combined 
with an improvement in employment prospects^  terminated the guardians* 
short-lived rebellion. Thereafter, the v/rangling between the local 
and central authority was confined to arguments over whether or not 
the children of the outdoor poor should be supplied with clothes on 
going into service and whether one or more children from exceptionally 
large families could be taken into the workhouse.
The Guildford Guardians had particular difficulty in applying the
relief regulations. In 1847, they received so many *pressing applications*
7that they had to grant outdoor relief, the House being full.' The Poor
1 KRO BG5/11/6, p 257 - 21 January 1848.
2 Ibid, p 274 - 18 February 1848.
3 Mr. Teather to the PLB: PRO MH12 12317/28413/1 October 1849.
4 KRO BG3/11/7, p 1 - 26 January 1849.
3 Ibid, p 182 - 11 January 185O.
6 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12317/4774/4 February 1853.
7 KRO BG6/11/6, p 377 - 20 May 1847 and PRO MH12 12336/8902a/22 May
Law Commissioners recognised that theirs was a special case and agreed
to grant them an Outdoor Labour Test Order so that able-bodied paupers
who could not be admitted to the workhouse could be set to work.
Although this helped the guardians to meet the demands made upon them
it did not quieten;their consciences* In 1853, they wrote to the Poor
Law Board asking to be allowed to relieve large families in their
2homes because of the high price of provisions* The regulations being
what they were, the central authority had no alternative but to refuse
to grant the guardians discretionary powers in such matters but were
3prepared to consider each case on its merits. Serious winter
unemployment in 1855 led to another clash. The guardians complained
that the central authority compelled them to enforce *very stringent
and sometimes cruel rules •••*• as regards the giving of Outdoor 
4
Relief.* The central authority's only response was to demand a
5
complete list of all the able-bodied paupers they had relieved. On
13th March, the guardians submitted a roll of 286 names whose relief
the Poor Law Board sanctioned while observing that many could have
7
been offered the House. Bad winter weather continued to be the excuse 
or cause for the awarding of outdoor relief to the Guildford able-bodied 
poor in 1856,8 1857,9 1865, 10 1868,11;187012 and 1871. 15 Inspector
1 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12336/8902a/28 May 1847.
2 Guildford Union to the ;FLB: PRO MH12 12337/43017/22 November 1855.
5 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12337/43017/25 November 1853.
4 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/6448/27 February 1855.
5 The PLB to Guildford Union; "PRO MH12 12338/6448/3 March 1855.
6 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12338/8425/13 March 1855.
7 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12338/8425/16 March 1855.
8 KRO BG6/11/11, p 243 - 15 March 1856: 53 men relieved; continued; 
throughout the year.
9 KRO BG6/11/12, p 165 - 3 January 1857: about 25 men were continuously 
relieved for three months.
10 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12341/6856/21 February 1865.
11 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12342/1738/13 January 1868.
12 Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12342/57456/27 December 1870.
13 Mr. Longley's ms report: PRO MH12 12341/8862/4 February 1871.
Longley pointed out in 18?1 that as the Guildford workhouse was not
big enough to cope with the large numbers of labourers put out of work
each winter by bad weather, the guardians were unable to demonstrate
the ffirm and systematic adherence to the principles of the General
Outdoor Relief Prohibition Order* that the central authority required 
2of them.
Hambledon Guardians had the greatest difficulty in abiding 
by the Prohibitory Order; during the bitter snows of 1847, the guardians 
informed the Commissioners that *not less than 200 men, women and 
children had descended on the Workhouse* and that it was quite
3
impossible to provide the central authority with details of every case.
Nevertheless, on this occasion, they submitted details of 306 
4
applicants. When the weather ameliorated, many large families still
had the greatest difficulty maintaining themselves in face of the high
5price of foodstuffs so the guardians decided to award them outrelief.
The central authority could not agree to this and-sent them an Outdoor
Labour Order. Conditions continued to deteriorate and typhus spread
throughout the neighbourhood.^ Throughout 1849^ and 1830,^ there was
unusually heavy unemployment but this harsh period was followed by an
"10 11improvement in 1831 and 1853* However, by the autumn of 1833» the
area was in difficulties again following a bad harvest and a steep rise 
12in food prices. This immediately brought the guardians and the Poor
1 Ibid.
2 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12342/37436/6 January 1871.
3 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12372/3783a/3 March 1847.
4 Ibid.
3 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1237^/9128a/27 May 1847.
6 The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 1237^/9128a/3 June 1847.
7 Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 1237^/19121a/20 December 1847.
8 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/33394/3 December 1849.
9 Colonel Pigott«s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/33134/12 July 1830.
10 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/33712/3 August 1831.
11 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/7^07/21 February 1833.
12 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12372/42134/17 November 1853.
Law Board into conflict. The guardians started to grant labourers
with large families outdoor relief and to take one or more of their™
children into the workhouse. The central authority objected strenuously
to this polifiy which they maintained would pauperise the poor and
refused to sanction their payments without evidence that special
2
circumstances made this mode of relief essential. The guardians
refused to be browbeaten and stoutly maintained that their mode of
dealing with exceptional cases was much more satisfactory than the
central authority*s which called for the admission of labourers and
their families when they were unemployed or underpaid through no fault
3
of their own and which caused them to lose their homes. The Poor Law
4Board flatly refused to sanction illegal relief in aid of wages and 
sent Colonel Pigott to reason with the.board of guardians. Pigott was 
met with firm arguments: the able-bodied poor would not enter the work­
house until they were nearly starving; indeed, many of the independent 
labourers with large families were so weakened by lack of food that
they could not do a full day*s work. Pigott was forced to admit that
5
the privations of the poor in the Hambledon area were very great.
Neither the central authority*s instructions nor Pigott*s arguments 
succeeded in persuading the guardians to change their policy. When 
heavy snow put large numbers of coppice cutters and hoop shavers out 
of work in 1855* the guardians relieved 90 men, 87 women and 377
6 8c 7children. The Poor Lav; Board refused to sanction the relief given
to these people during the fifth, sixth, seventh, eighth and ninth weeks 
of the quarter because the guardians had failed to apply for their
g
permission within fifteen days of awarding the relief. Pigott reported
that although there had been great unemployment during the winter the
9
workhouse had never been full.
1 Ibid.
2 The PLB to Hambledon Union
3 Hambledon Union to the PLB
4 The PLB to Hambledon Union
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms report
6 Hambledon Union to the PLB
7 Hambledon Union to the PLB
8 The PLB to Hambledon Union
9 The PLB to Hambledon Union
PRO MH12 12372/42134/26 November 1833. 
PRO MH12 12372/44120/29 November 1833. 
PRO MH12 1237^/44120/10 December 1833. 
PRO MH12 12373/3123/6 February 1834. 
PRO MH12 12373/6430/23 February 1855. 
PRO MH12 12373/9413/22 March 1855*
PRO MH12 12373/9413/31 March 1855.
PRO MH12 12373/16191/13 April 1855.
For a number of years after the bitter dispute of 1833» there is
no record of illegal relief being granted but this may be because the
central authority and their inspector failed to detect it* Certainly,
in l86*f Inspector Richard Cane complained that it had long been the
custom of the Hambledon Relieving Officers to give outdoor relief in
1
money at their discretion, contrary to regulations. Moreover, in
1871, the guardians were still giving their able-bodied poor outdoor
relief even though the Poor Law Board maintained that there was
2
ample room in the workhouse. The guardians countered the central
3
authority's criticisms by claiming that the House was full and that
they would have imposed 'considerable additional expense on the rate-
payers' by insisting on the unemployed entering the House. In the
circumstances, the Poor Law Board agreed to sanction the payments but
pointed out that if they lacked accommodation they should implement
5
their Outdoor Labour Test.
The situation in Kingston Union in 18V7 filled Assistant Commissioner
Richard Hall with horror: the chairman of the guardians admitted that
outdoor paupers were receiving more in relief than the independent
labourers in the union could earn. Although the rate of relief was
reduced it is unlikely that the guardians stopped maintaining their
able-bodied poor outside the House as they complained that every year
there were *a large number of able-bodied men out of work at one time 
7or another,' and the central authority did not send them a Prohibitory
1 R. B. Cane's ms report: PRO MH12 12376/9^70/14 March 1864.
2 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12379/1778/11 January 1871.
3 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12379/1778/14 January 1871.
4 Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12379/3676/21 January 1871.
3 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12379/3676/28 January 1871.
6 Mr. Hall's ms report: PRO MH12 12392/8171a/4 May 1847*
7 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12393/44920/23 November 1832
Order until September 1852. Even after its arrival, the guardians
gave outrelief to 51 adults and 97 children in January 1854 during
2the severe weather; on this occasion the central authority sanctioned 
the payments because *the Prohibitory Order had only recently been
3
introduced.* However, things did not improve over the next few 
years and the guardians continued to grant outdoor relief contrary 
to the Prohibitory Order in 1855i^ 1856,^  1857,^ 1858,^  1860,^ 1861,^  
1865^^ 1868,^ 1870^  and 1871.^ This flagrant challenging of the 
central authority*s instructions provoked only a weak response until 
1871.
On various''occasions, the Poor Lav; Board noted that the workhouse
was by no means full and yet the guardians were not administering the
1 Z{.
workhouse test. In 1858, the guardians replied to such accusations
by pointing out that able-bodied paupers would starve rather _:than 
15accept the House.  ^ After two more years of illegal payments, the 
Poor Law Board proposed issuing an Outdoor Labour Test, but Inspector
1 KRO BG8/11/4, p 290 - 7 September 1852.
2 Kingston Union to the PLB PRO
3 The PLB to Kingston Union PRO
4 Kingston Union to the PLB PRO
5 Kingston Union to the PLB PRO
6 Kingston Union to the PLB PRO
7 Kingston Union to the PLB PRO
8 Kingston Union to the PLB PRO
9 Kingston Union to the PLB PRO
10" Kingston Union to the PLB PRO
11 Kingston Union to the PLB PRO
12 Kingston Union to the PLB PRO
13 Kingston Union to the PLB PRO
14 The PLB to Kingston Union PRO
15 Kingston Union to the ;PLB PRO
MH12 12394/1542/4 January 1854.
M 12 12394/1542/9 January 1854.
MH12 1239^/3083/2^ January 1855.
MH12 12395/3029/24 January 1856.
MH12 12395/4858/7 February 1857.
MH12 12396/4443/3 February 1858.
MH12 12397/351/4 January i860.
MH12 1235.7/318V I 6 January’. 1861 •
MH12 12401/7705/1 March 1865*
MH12 1240,1/5506/5 February 1868. 
MH12 1240 V3451/19 January 1870.
MH12 12402/851/5 January 1871.
MH12 12396/6304/27 February 1858.
MS12 12396/9705/17 March 1858.
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Pigott opposed this and his superiors bowed to his local knowledge.
Illegal payments continued throughout the ‘sixties when the guardians
v/ere compelled by heavy unemployment to hire lodgings for pauper
families. By 1870, relations between the central authority and the
Kingston Board v/ere very strained as the guardians were making no
effort to offer the House to the able-bodied although there v/ere as
3
many as 130 beds available. When Inspector Longley called on the
if
guardians to apply the workhouse test, they replied that *it would
have been refused (by the poor), and semi-starvation preferred as a
lesser evil than the breaking up of their homes: emaciation and
physical deterioration would ensue, and the starved children would
be brought under medical treatment, involving greater evils and far
heavier expense than have been incurred by the considerate and
5
merciful course v/hich the Guardians adopted. 1 At last, the central
authority took a resolute stance and demanded that the guardians
suspend outdoor payments and apply the workhouse test. When their
instructions were ignored, the Poor Law Board did the only thing they
7
could, they refused to sanction the payments and insisted that the 
guardians impose the Outdoor Labour Test Order they had sent on 
20th December, 1870. This firm action brought about instant submission. 
On receiving the central author!ty*s letter, the guardians discontinued 
all outdoor relief and claimed that they had provided taskv/ork in
1 Notes on the back of Kingston to the PLB: PRO MH12 12397/1999/
14 January i860.
2 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12401/5506/5 February 1868.
3 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12402/9219/19 February 1870
and 53399/7 December 1870.
4 Mr. Longley*s ms report: PRO MH12 12402/53399/20 December 1870.
5 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12402/851/3 January 1871; the 
Basford Guardians of Nottinghamshire .used almost exactly the same 
argument against the Poor Lav/ Commissioners: Caplan M., op. cit., 
P 91.
6 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12402/1446/16 January 1871.
7 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12402/5397/13 February 1871.
1
breaking stone. Unconvinced, the Poor Law Board accused the board
of guardians of 1 failing to supply the most efficient test of
destitution1 and of encouraging indiscriminate applications for 
2
assistance, 1 Inspector Longley noted that the Outdoor Labour Test 
Order was not a substitute for the Prohibitory Order as the guardians 
appeared to believe but a supplement which only applied to cases who
3
could not be accommodated m  the workhouse. The guardians still
refused to accept the implications of these letters and wrote again to
ask if they could give unemployed men temporary assistance until the
if
weather improved and they could return to work. The Poor Law Board
maintained its hard line and merely ;pointed out that such payments
were at variance with Article I of the Prohibitory Order and could 
5
not be sanctioned. All the offending payments w e r e disallowed by
£
the auditors in August 1871* However, with the return of bad
weather in December and the accompanying increase in temporary
unemployemnt, the board of guardians applied to the Local Government
7Board for permission to grant outdoor relief.' The new authority 
continued its predecessor^ policy and insisted that any applicants 
for relief who could not be accommodated in the House should be 
compelled to complete taskwork as laid down in the Outdoor Labour Test
g
Order. Thereafter, the guardians appear to have accepted the situation 
and conformed.
1 Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12 b 0 2 / 8 9 0 b / 2 2 February 1871.
2 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 1 2 b O % / 8 9 0 b / 6 March 1871.
3 Ibid.
b  Kingston Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12^2/12^26/18 March 1871*
3 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12^ 02/12^ -26/27 March 1871.
6 Henry Fry, Auditor, to the PLB: PRO MH12 12^02/27213 / 3 August 1871.
7 KRO BG8/11/11, pp 317-9 - 5 December 1871.
8 KRO BG8/11/11, p 3^0 - 9 January 1871.
184-7 saw the Poor Law Commissioners and the Reigate Guardians 
locked in battle over the interpretation of the relief regulations.
The guardians asked to be allowed to grant outdoor relief because of 
the high price of provisions and objected to the central authority*s 
suggestion that some of the children from large families be admitted 
to the House as fmany honest and industrious Labourers will suffer from
'I
want rather than part with their children. 1 The central authority
offered to send the guardians an Outdoor Labour Test Order if this 
2
would help. The guardians firmly rejected the offer as they claimed 
that they had to deal with labourers in employment whose v/ages would 
not cover the high cost of provisions and asked that their prohibitory
3
order be suspended. The central authority ruled that they could not
suspend the order but reiterated their offer to issue an Outdoor Labour 
4-
Test Order.
The board of guardians organised a small public works programme 
until a local ratepayer wrote to the Poor Law Board in 184-9 complaining 
that between 60 and 80 able-bodied men were being employed by the 
guardians at a local corn mill and on ten acres of land adjoining the
5
workhouse. Inspector Pigott was sent to Reigate to investigate and
g
confirmed the allegations. The Poor Law Board declared that the
7
expenditure they had incurred would be disallowed. The severity of 
the central authority*s approach produced the desired result. The 
board of guardians passed a resolution stating that no able-bodied 
v/orkers would be employed by them in future, all would be required to
1 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12377/74-4-a/12 January 184-7.
2 The PLCs to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12 3 7 7 / 7 b b a / 2 0 January 184-7.
3 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12377/1336a/26 January 184-7.
4- The PLCs to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12377/1336a/4- February 184-7.
3 Thomas Adcock to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377/28166/1 November 184-9.
6 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12377/4-913/23 January 1830.
7 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12377/4-913/13 February 1830.
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enter the workhouse. Further, they circularised all the leading
ratepayers asking them to find productive work for their labourers
2
to do during the winter* For almost three years the guardians 
faithfully obeyed the regulations but then in the autumn of 1853 the
price of foodstuffs rose rapidly and they started granting relief to
3
labourers in work once more* When the Poor Lav; Board refused to
4authorise their proceedings, the guardians continued to grant relief 
as they declared they could not 1take upon themselves the responsibility 
of refusing the relief asked for, when they are aware that the whole 
earnings of the several applicants must be expended in Flour alone, 
and that neither themselves or families partake of Animal food for
5
weeks together. 1 Inspector Pigott reported that although food prices 
were very high in the area and that typhus was everywhere, the workhouse 
itfas less than half full* Following this short-lived rebellion, the 
guardians appear to have reverted to strict legality. Indeed, in 1854, 
they wrote to the central authority to ask what they could do about a 
group of 1stout hearty able-bodied young men* who had thrown themselves 
on the parish complaining that there was no work to be had when there
7
was. The Poor Law Board ruled that the guardians should initiate
8legal proceedings against them under the Vagrancy Act. Thereafter 
there were only minor disagreements between the guardians and the 
central authority over the granting of outfits to poor children going- 
into service for the first time and the admission of one or more children 
from large families into the workhouse.
1 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12577/9109/1 March 1850.
2 Ibid.
3 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12578/38054/25 October 1853.
4 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12578/38054/27 October 1855.
5 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12578/45086/5 December 1853.
6 Colonel Pigott's ms report: PRO ME12 12578/46818/14 December 1853.
7 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12578/41154/18 November 1854.
8 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12578/41154/27 November 1854.
Unlike the other Surrey Unions, Richmond, was never involved in 
confrontations with the central authority over the interpretation of 
the relief regulations* Inspector Hall reported in 1853 that the 
Outdoor Relief Prohibitory Order was 'strictly observed** The main 
reason for their compliance was the relatively small amount of agricultural 
land within the union's confines coupled with the fact that the 
Metropolitan area offered a much wider variety of job opportunities*
In 1871, Inspector Longley was able to report that the General 
Prohibitory Order was observed throughout most of his area including 
Surrey although some unions gave outrelief to able-bodied men and
2their families when they were temporarily out of work in winter time.
He commented, *1 believe that this practice has been much abused, and 
that the supposed temporary character of the destitution thus relieved 
has been a pretext for omission to apply the workhouse test in cases
•Z
specially fitted for it.* He felt that Kingston, Hambledon and Chertsey 
were cases in point and Epsom and Guildford could probably be added to
4
his list. He declared that Chertsey, Dorking,.Epsom and Guildford
workhouses were deficient in accommodation; that Chertsey, Dorking and
Kingston had too few relieving officers; and that Hambledon and Epsom
5
failed to revise their lists of permanent paupers*
Of the ten Surrey Unions under study, four - Farnham, Godstone,
Reigate and Richmond - seem to have conformed to the regulations, one - 
Dorking - seems to have enjoyed better employment opportunities than its 
neighbours and five - Chertsey, Epsom, Guildford, Hambledon and Kingston -
1 Mr. Hall’s ms report: PRO MH12 12599/11^37/9 April 1853.
2 Report of H. Longley Esq., Poor Law Inspector, to the Poor Law 
Board, on Outdoor Relief in District VII, 23 PLB (1870-1), App, 
pp 166-17^ .
3 Ibid. 
k Ibid.
'5 Ibid.
were close to open revolt against the central authority's policy: 
their workhouses were only half filled during the winter months when 
they distributed relief to able-bodied labourers in work. Admittedly, 
the Surrey Boards of Guardians were largely made up of farmers and 
landowners who were only too willing to shift the burden of maintaining 
the labourers they did not need during the winter months onto the rate­
payers. But this is too facile a judgment, for even when the boards 
of ..guardians tried to carry out the regulations in these problem unions 
the workhouses were unable to cope with large-scale applications for 
relief. To build and maintain sufficiently capacious workhouses vtfould 
have involved the unions concerned in unnecessary capital and current 
expenditure. There is no evidence that the local farmers and landowners 
v/ere prepared to increase their labourers' v/ages to meet the increasing 
cost of provisions. On the contrary, they still thought that it v/as 
their right both legally and morally to,discharge their surplus 
labourers and leave it to the community as a whole to relieve them.
In line with national policy, the central authority could not allow 
boards of guardians to provide the poor with gainful employment during 
the winter months; nor is there any evidence that they deemed such 
measures to be desirable.
From the available evidence, there seems to be no doubt that the
government's and the central authority's policies caused 'great 
1hardship'- to those able-bodied paupers who found themselves in unions 
v/ho upheld the lav/. Able-bodied paupers in Surrey's five employment 
blackspots v/ere better off than most of their contemporaries simply 
because their guardians refused to abide by the regulations. Nevertheless, 
it can be argued that as long as employers could count on the Poor Lav/ 
authorities doing their job for them they would continue to act 
irresponsibly. Hov/ever, the pittance the poor received was only enough 
to keep body and soul together. As a Local Government Board Inspector
1 Hart J., 'Nineteenth Century Social Reform: A Tory Interpretation of 
History'; Past and Present^XXXI (1965)? P 53*
admitted in 1890, 'It is in the interests of the poor rather than of
'l
the rich that I plead for the practical abolition of outdoor relief.'
D. Roberts suggests that the success of such outdoor relief as was
2
allowed proves that 'the workhouse test was not after all a necessity.'
The Assistant Commissioners' view that adequate outdoor relief would
seduce the poor to pauperism was based on too pessimistic a view of the
character of the poor. In their fear that high poor rates would prove
a hindrance to Britain's economic development, Chadwick and his
supporters underestimated her great wealth. According to W. W. Rostow,
the nineteenth century witnessed perhaps the most rapid rate of growth
3
in domestic resources throughout Britain's history. But for Chadwick 
and his supporters, the lot of Britain's poor could have been made 
bearable. As it was, the severity of the regulations had to be 
mitigated by the illegal actions of particularist boards of guardians, 
motivated by a mixture of selfish and philanthropic motives.
1 Report of T. L. Murray-Browne, 20 LGB (1890-1), App B, no. 60, p 236.
2 Roberts D., 'How Cruel was the Victorian Poor Law', Historical 
Journal, Vol. VI (1963), P 103.
3 Rostow W. W., The British Economy in the Nineteenth Century 
(Oxford 19^8), p 19*
(d) WORK SCHEMES
Perhaps, the greatest disservice Chadwick and Senior did the 
English poor was to attack two promising schemes - the Labour Rate and 
Allotment movements - which could have gone a long way towards solving 
the problems of underemployment. Ironically, Surrey possessed at 
Farnham what the authors of the 1834- Poor Lav/ Report described as one
<1
of the most successful (Labour Rate) experiments of its kind. Each
ratepayer had to employ labourers in proportion to his acreage of
pasture, v/ood and arable land. A similar system was established in
the adjoining parish of Frensham where the occupiers were compelled to
2employ one labourer for every £20 assessment. Although this form of 
the Labour Rate seems to have been successful at both Farnham and
3
Frensham and in other parts of Surrey such as Send.and Ripley, the 
authors of the report came down heavily against the practice which, was 
banned after 1834-. The prohibition of this approach to poor relief and 
job provision v/as v/elcomed by the Surrey farmers who v/ere now free to 
lay off large numbers of labourers as soon as harvest v/as over and 
leave their maintenance to the whole body of ratepayers until the 
spring ploughing and sowing the following year.
Only one Surrey Union, Reigate, seems to have persevered with a
Labour Rate system in the years following the passage of the New Poor
Law. In 184-3* Reigate Guardians decided that each of its parishes should
L
provide work for its unemployed labourers. Although the plan v/as 
implemented, no details v/ere recorded in the union minutes. Similar 
methods continued to be used thereafter in times of particular stress
tr
such as the bad winter of 184-9-30.
1 The 1834- Poor Law Report (Checkland), p 310;
2 Ibid, pp 311-312.
3 Ibid, p 313.
4- KRO BG9/11/3, P 206 - 10 October 184-3.
3 KRO BG9/11A, p 4-66 - 12 December 184-9.
A much more practical solution to the unemployment problem was 
the allotment system which was widely used in Surrey before and after 
the passage of the New Poor Lav/. In 1813, the Earl of Onslow- gave 
Chobham Vestry permission to enclose ten acres of wasteland for the±
'I
employment of the poor. As the scheme proved to be a success, he
sanctioned the enclosure of another 23 acres in 1831. However, when
the vestry declared their intention of taking in more land for the
same purpose in 1839, they were stopped by order of the Poor Law
Commissioners. Hov/ever, the vestry continued to let out half-acre
4
plots to unemployed labourers at a rental of 1s a year until 1907*
In George Ill's reign, Walton Vestry obtained 200 acres of
5
agricultural land for the use of their poor and were still working 
them in 1850. In 1834, Ash Vestry had obtained the central authority's 
permission to enclose enough wasteland for between 30 and 30 unemployed 
labourers to work; Farnham Union's allotments were not sold until 
1863.  ^ Similar arrangements existed at Reigate. In 1830, Inspector 
Pigott discovered that the guardians were still employing workless
g
labourers on ten acres of land opposite the workhouse. No doubt 
many other 'illegal* allotments remained undiscovered during the 
period.
1 KRO P 3V7* H.p.ia.’
2 KRO P 34/1/1. a. p.ri..
3 KRO P, 34/1/1,- ^ May 1839- Yl.p.fl.
4 KRd P- 34/3/4, P 33/5/9, etc. h.p.rt.
3 Referred to in Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12147/44231/ 
8 November 1830.
6 Ash Vestry to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12270/723a/l7 September1 1834.
7 Farnham Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12276/30603/3 August 1865.
8 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12377/4913/23 January 1830.
The authors of the Poor Law Report of l8j& rejected the allotment 
scheme in spite of all the evidence, in its favour collected by 
Assistant Commissioners Power, Tweedle, Stuart, Maclean, Majendie and
'I
Lewis. Mr. Majendie who inspected Surrey observed, ‘the acquisition
of land by labourers .... is invariably beneficial; their character
and conduct seem immediately raised by having'means of exerting them­
selves in some other mode in addition to the uncertain demand for 
2labour.* However, he admitted that there were drawbacks, particularly
the opposition .of many occupiers who were ‘afraid of making labourers
independent* and feared *a diminution of their profits* by the intro-
3
duction of a new class of producer. However, he rebutted the claim
that the allotment jsystem encouraged unemployed labourers to marry and
have large families: *on the contrary, the tendency to reckless
improvidence in marriage seems rather to be checked by placing before
the labourers something to look forward to beyond the resource of daily
Zf
labour for a master.* However, Chadwick concluded that allotments
were *most mischievous to the labourers* and that labourers who had
5
allotments were ‘lower in condition* than those who did not. As 
S. E. Finer admits, Chadwick and Senior ‘torpedoed* a potentially 
valuable scheme and condemned many worthy labourers to the workhouse 
or illegal outdoor relief.
Some Surrey Guardians sought to adopt the system late in theiday 
but were denounced by their ex-officio colleagues. When the Hambledon 
overseers started to rent land for their poor to work during the v/inter
1 The 183& Poor Lav/ Report (Checkland), pp 278-29*f.
2 Ibid, p 280.
3 Ibid, pp 280-1.
k Ibid, p 281.
3 E. Chadwick to Radnor, 18 November l8¥f; Finer S. E., op. cit., p 87.
6 Finer S. E., op. cit., p 9^ *
of 1849-30, Thomas Thurlow, an ex-officio guardian, contacted the
central authority to discover whether this was permitted. The Poor
Law Board informed him in no uncertain terms that such a course was 
2
unacceptable. Nevertheless, as we have seen, most of the Surrey
Unions continued to set their unemployed to work on their allotments
and union farms or gardens. The Kingston and Reigate Guardians, for
instance, employed their casual poor in their extensive gardens
3 & 4throughout the period.
Some of the other Surrey Unions resorted to illegal job-creation
schemes in defiance of the central authority. In 1830, Thomas Adcock,
an important Reigate ratepayer, complained to the Poor Law Board
that the guardians v/ere employing discharged labourers at a local
5corn mill they had hired for the purpose. Inspector Pigott was sent 
to the union to investigate the charge and discovered that some 433 
men had been employed at the mill at wages of 3s 6-Jd a v/eek during 
the course of the winter as the local farmers had discharged *unusually
g
large numbers of labourers.* The central authority reprimanded the
board of guardians for not applying for permission and informed them.
that they would not sanction the money they had spent during the course 
7
of the winter. Coldly, the Poor Lav/ Board reminded the guardians that 
it v/as fno part of the functions of the Guardians to find work at
remunerative v/ages for the unemployed1, their duty was *simply to
8relieve the destitute. 1
1 T. Thurlow to the PLB: PRO MH12 12372/23002/2 August 1849.
2 The PLB to T. Thurlow: PRO MH12 12372/2300^/9 August 1849.
3 KRO BG8/11/1, p 310 - 9 February 1842.
4 KRO BG9/11/3, p 236 - 4 January 1844.
3 T. Adcock to the PLB: PRO MH12 12377/28166/13 January 1830.
6 Colonel Pigott's ms report: PRO MH12 12377/4913/23 January 1830.
7 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12377/4913/13 February 1830.
8 Ibid.
Reigate Guardians were not the only ones to forget what their
function was. Epsom Guardians, for instance, agreed to supply Ewell
Bleach Works with 1young women under twenty years of age* from the 
'|
workhouse while Hambledon Guardians provided Appleton*s Fringe Factory
at Elstead with child labourers from 1840 to 1859* These irregular
proceedings escaped the notice of the Poor Law Assistant Commissioners
and Inspectors until 1858 when Colonel Pigott discovered what was
3
going on and informed the central authority. Apparently the Poor 
Lav/ Board did not pursue the matter and the arrangement continued until 
the Reverend Charlesworth complained about the children*s working 
conditions. As a result, the board decided to terminate their agree­
ment with Appleton as soon as a favourable opportunity presented
itself.^ In April 1859, they gave Appleton two weeks* notice that
5
they v/ould be withdrawing all workhouse inmates from his works.
Some Surrey Unions like Chertsey,^ Dorking,^ Epsom^ and Godstone'* 
ran flourishing gravel businesses. The Godstone enterprise appears to
have been particularly successful and is frequently referred to in
10 11 12 13the union minutes. Chertsey, Epsom and Reigate Guardians put
1 KRO BG3/11/8, p 252 - 10 September 1856.
2 KRO BG7/11/1, p 302 - 14- December 184-0.
3 Colonel Pigott*s ms report: PRO MH12 12372/294-30/12 July 1858.
4- KRO BG7/11/4-, p 84- - 1 November 1858.
5 KRO BG7/11/4-, p 129 - 18 April 1859.
6 Chertsey Union to the ;PLCs: PRO MH12 12l40/225a/8 January 1836 and
KRO BG1/11/10, p 333 - 21 March 1871.
7 KRO BG2/11/1, p 68 - 20 October 1836.
8 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12253/l011a/22 September 1834-.
9 Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 123l4/9652a/l8 September 1840.
10 For example, KRO BG5/11/3* P 300 - 24- September 184-1.
11 Chertsey Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1 214-0/364-6/1 October 1834-.
12 KRO BG3/11/2, n*-p.n. - 22 March 184-3.
13 Reigate Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12573/no no./1834-.
Fig. 5 Oakum picking in Bethnal Green*s Labour Yard 1868
some of their labourers to work on the local roads. Occasionally,
boards caine to agreements with railway companies who v/ere working in
the area: for example, the London to Brighton Railway Company employed
1
able-bodied paupers from Godstone Union as navvies while the London
2
to Southampton Railway Company hired paupers from Guildford Union.
Moreover, boards were quick to involve their paupers in local building
enterprises: : Kingston Guardians, for instance, provided labourers
3
to help construct Norbiton Parish Church.
No doubt, the Surrey Guardians* motives in instigating these work 
schemes were largely selfish, for on the one hand, the ratepayers were 
relieved of the burden of maintaining able-bodied labourers and on the 
other local employers or important outside agencies were provided with 
cheap labour. Nevertheless, it was infinitely better for these labourers 
to be employed profitably even with reduced wages than to have to enter 
the workhouse or to vegetate on illegal doles.
One of the most offensive aspects of the New Poor Law was the
condemnation of the able-bodied to the performance of repetitive,
boring and usually worthless taskwork. The Poor Law Commissioners
admitted in 184-2 that they were unable to suggest *any kind of labour
if
which is likely to be productive of profit.* In the Surrey work­
houses apart from the ubiquitous oakum picking for both men and women, the
5most frequent form of taskwork was cornmilling^ - small handmills v/ere
1 KRO BG5/11/2, p 202 - 14- December 1838.
2 KRO BG6/11/1, p 360 - 7 November 1837-
3 KRO BG8/11/1, p 162 - 6 January 184-1.
4- Letter of 18 February 184-2 in the Official Circular, 13 February
184-3, No. 23, p 4-3.
5 Chertsey: KRO BG1/11/3, p 380 - 9 December 184-5#
Dorking: KRO BG2/11/3, p 128 - 3 August 184-3.
Epsom: KRO BG3/11/1, p 120 - 14 December 1836.
Guildford: KRO BG6/11/2, p 61 - 24- April 1838.
Kingston: KRO BG8/11/3, p 165 - 12 June 184-8.
Reigate: KRO BG9/11/1, p 163 - 1 November 1837#
usually employed so that the paupers made great efforts to produce
small results. The pounding or grinding of bones was almost universally
adopted. Even before the exposure of the Andover scandal, some
Surrey Guardians including Kingston!s and Guildfordfs expressed their
concern about this disgusting work. Kingston Guardians first
considered purchasing the necessary equipment in 1841, but rejected
2
the idea because *the effluvium* was too objectionable. However,
they succumbed to temptation in 1843 as manure was in short supply in 
3
the area. . Guildford Guardians were so appalled by the smell 
emanating from their own plant that they set up a special committee to
If.
rectify the situation in 1841.
However, whatever its drawbacks, the Surrey Guardians were 
reluctant to give up such a profitable business and several appealed 
against the General Order of 8th November, 1845 banning bone grinding. 
Several Surrey Unions including Guildford v/ere granted special
5
permission to continue this form of taskwork^ as long as paid servants 
fed the mills - this restriction presumably prevented the inmates from 
gnawing the bones like their contemporaries at Andover.
1 Chertsey: KRO BG1/11/3, p 273 - 7 January 184-5- 
Dorking: KRO BG2/11/2, p. 212 - 4 March 1841.
Godstone: KRO BG5/11/4, p 102 - 14 October 184-2.
Guildford: KRO BG6/11/3, p 372 - 10 July 1841.
Hambledon: KRO BG7/11/1, p 210 - 1 July 1839-- 
Kingston: KRO BG8/11/2, p 2 - 7 March 184-3.
Reigate: KRO BG9/11/1, p 163 - 1 November 1837-
2 KRO BG8/11/1, p 227 - 10 November 1841.
3 KRO BG8/11/2, p 1 - 7 March 184-3-
4 KRO BG6/11/3, P 372 - 10 July 1841.
5 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12333/14079a/29 December 1845.
(e) EMIGRATION
Another solution to the unemployment problem which won the
support of many Poor Law “Unions throughout the land was rate-aided
emigration. However, this solution was not one favoured by most of
the Surrey Boards of Guardians. The authors of the 1834 Report devoted
little space to emigration apart from recommending that vestries be
empowered to finance it out of the poor rates. The 1834 Act
included this proposal in an expanded form: local authorities were
empowered to finance the emigration of *poor persons whether paupers
or not1 out of the poor rates with the approval of the central 
2
authority. The Poor Lav; Commissioners spelt out the conditions under 
which they would support such emigration: the parties emigrating were 
to be going to a British colony; their destination had to be approved 
by the Poor Law Commissioners or the Agent General for Emigration; and 
their contracts were to provide for the Maintenance and medical
3
attendance of the emigrants during the passage.1
In their first annual report, the Commissioners commented that
few parishes had taken advantage of the facilities available for foreign
if
and colonial emigration and included a Circular Letter of Instructions
5
for facilitating emigration. In the following year, J. D. Pinnock, the 
Agent General for Emigration, reported that there was a great demand 
for labourers and tradesmen in Upper and Lov/er Canada^ and the 
Commissioners issued another Circular Letter on the Migration of
7
Labourers. Initially, there was little response from the Surrey Boards
1 The 1834 Poor Lav/ Report, p 337*
2 4 and 5 William IV, c 76, sec. 62.
3 3 PLCs (1837), App A, No. 3, P 93.
4 1 PLCs (1833), PP 41-2.
5 Ibid, App A, No. 8.
6 2 PLCs (1836), App B, No. 22, pp 486-7.
7 A Circular Letter on the Migration of Labourers, 23 October 1833*
of Guardians. Then, in 1837 and 1838, Hambledon Guardians arranged for
six adults, two youths and six children to emigrate to Canada. The
2 3rebellions in Canada in 1837-8 seem to have deterred further emigration
and those who wished to leave the country chose to go to Australia as
kfree passages were available. There was no emigration from Surrey in
1839.^ The Surrey Unions1 lack of interest was not typical of the rest
of the country. According to 0. MacDonagh, the scale of emigration in
the *thirties was extraordinarily heavy even though five per cent died
of cholera and kindred diseases either during the passage or on reaching
the colonies. The Australian project of 1836 led to Systematic
colonisation1 and the establishment of the Colonial Land and Emigration 
7
Commission. Very soon, the New South Wales and South Australia
8Commissioners v/ere competing v/ith each other for emigrants.
In 1839, Guildford Guardians asked the central authority to
sanction a scheme whereby pauper boys of less than fourteen years of
9age could be helped to emigrate to Australia. The central authority
10objected to the emigration of children of Shis tender age* and when
11the board persisted in demanding permission declared, *It is not
expedient that children should be sent out to a foreign country, apart
from their parents and emigration is too serious a step to be taken by
12any person \/ithout much deliberation. 1 Indeed, this v/as not the only
1 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/23^10/2^ March 1837 and 
Hambledon Union to the.PLCs: PRO MH12 1237Q/8708c/13 September 1838.
2 Papineau*s rising in Lower Canada and Mackenzie*s in Upper Canada 
brought about Durham*s mission to Canada.
3 k PLCs (1838), pp 37-8.
Ibid.
5 3 PLCs (1839), App D, No. 7, P 208.
6 MacDonagh 0., A Pattern of Government Growth. The Passenger Acts 
and their Enforcement 1800-1860 (London 1981). P 80.
7 Hitchens F. H., The Colonial Land and Emigration Commission 
(Philadelphia 1931)* PP 22-6.
8 Ibid, pp 26-8.
9 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1233Wf32c/9 July 1839.
10 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 1233V3^32c/3 September 1839*
11 Guildford Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1233V7177a/3 September 1839*
12 The PLCs to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 1233V7177a/23 September 1839.
case of its kind in the Surrey area at this time. Hambledon Guardians
were refused permission to help John and Matthew Jones, aged sixteen
'|
and twelve, to emigrate to Canada for the same reasons.
However, although the central authority was opposed to the 
emigration of unaccompanied children, it tried through its Assistant 
Commissioners to persuade boards of guardians to adopt this solution in 
the case of surplus labourers anditheir families. E. C. Tufnell, for 
example, approached . , Godstone Guardians in 184-0 and drew their 
attention to Marshall and Company*s plan for organised emigration to
p
Australia. Although they made no immediate response to this offer, 
Hambledon Guardians took part in a similar scheme run by the same 
company to transport labourers and their families to Canada: three
■z
families and five single persons took passage in 1844- and another three 
families and four single people in 1843*
During the *forties, most of the Surrey Unions made their first
rather hesitant moves to encourage emigration. Canada proved to be
5
the most popular destination and claimed 77 Surrey emigrants.
1 The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 1 2 3 7 0 /8 7 0 8 c /1 7  September 1838.
2 KRO BG5/11/3, p 16 - 31 January 1840.
3 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/9993a/3 July 1844.
4 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/4077a/9 April 184-3.
3 Kingston Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1239Q/6083a/28 May 184-0 - 3. 
Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12221/4-370a/20 April 184*3 - 4-* 
Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/9993a/3 July 1844* - 26. 
Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12371/4077a/9 April 184-3 - 20. 
Godstone Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12316/10708a/26 June 184-7 - 3.
Godstone Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12316/21334/29 July 1848 - 3.
Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12372/9779/5 April 1848 - 3.
Hambledon Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12372/1°4-19/11 April 184-8 - 1.
Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12336/23888/29 September 1848 - 7. 
Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12336/18376/23 June 184-9-1 .
1 2 3 4
Australia 34, Cape Colony 17, the USA 13 and New Zealand one.
The Surrey pattern of emigration mirrored the national trends. The
Commissioners pointed out in 1842 that emigration was mainly to
Canada and New Zealand as the bounty upon emigration to South Australia
had been terminated and fit was not to be expected that parishes would
incur the heavy expense of the conveyance to Australia in place of 
5Canada.1 Moreover, the Commissioners declared themselves opposed to
the provision of rate-aided passages to the USA for labourers who left
their families behind to be forwarded by parish officials or private
individuals-when they had obtained employment in America. Indeed,
they went further on the grounds of *national policy* and because
they did not possess sufficient guarantees as to the mode of treatment
such emigrants v/ere likely to receive in * countries over v/hich our
6Government has no control.* The central'authority had expressed this 
viewpoint to local boards for some time. In 1837, Hambledon Guardians 
tried to obtain permission for sixteen poor people from Cranleigh to
1 Epsom: KRO BG3/11/3, PP 309, 311, 312-7 - 14 August 1840 - 8.
Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12237/444a/l6 April 1842 - 6. 
Guildford: KRO BG6/11/3, pp 92, 103 - 16 September and 7 October
184-3 - 2.
Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12238/4-143aA April 1844 - 3. 
Richmond: KRO BG10/11/3, P 318 - 7 May 1846 - 1.
Richmond: KRO RG10/11/3, p 363 - 13 October 1846 — 1.
Richmond: KRO BG10/11/4, PP 136, 137, 179, 192, 208 - 27 April,
22 June, 3 October, 9 November and 28 December 1848 - 12.
Dorking: KRO BG2/11/4, p 246 - 6 July 1848 - 1.
Dorking: KRO BG2/11/4, P 299 - 10 May 1849 - 2.
Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12336/29146/23 October 1848 - 3* 
Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12336/7622/12 March 1849 - 7. 
Guildford Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12336/16297/28 May 1849 - 6.
2 Chertsey: KRO BG1/11/3, p 272 - 18 June 1844 - 1.
Chertsey: KRO BG1/11/4, p 392 - 16 October 1849 - 10.
Kingston: KRO BG8/11/3, p 2.66 - 13 March 1849 - 3- 
Kingston: KRO BG8/11/3, p 376 - 18 December 1849 - 3.
3 Richmond: KRO BG10/11/3, p 64 - 8 February 1844 - 2.
Guildford: KRO BG6/11/3, P 247 - 29 June 1844 - 11.
4 Guildford: KRO BG6/11/4, p 182 - 21 May 1842 - 1.
3 8 PLCs (1842), pp 36-8.
6 Ibid, p 38.
1 2 emigrate to America and had been refused. A similar request ;for
five people in 1839 was also rejected for the reasons given in the
A
184-2 report. However, the Commissioners and later the Poor Law 
Board were not deaf to special pleas. James Topping of Richmond was 
allowed to proceed to America in 184-4- because his brother, who was
5
already there, paid most of his expenses as was Nathaniel Orford of
the same union in 1830 - in this case, the boy was sent to join his
g
father.
The Commissioners in their 184-3 report reiterated their opposition
to emigration to America adding that the American labour market was
saturated and that labourers v/ere having to make their v/ay from the
7
USA to Canada in order to find work. Consequently, in their opinion,
the demand for labourers in Canada was declining. Moreover, they
predicted that emigration to Australia and New Zealand would also fall
8away as the offer of free passages had been withdrawn. However, these 
gloomy forebodings proved to be premature as in their next report, the 
central authority observed that the flow of emigrants to Australia v/as
unabated, the bounty on labourers travelling to Sydney and Port Philip
9having been renewed. At the same time, the central authority reminded 
boards of guardians that migrants had to be provided with a sum of 
money on reaching Australia to aid them in setting up home and obtaining
1 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1237°/791c/31 January 1837*
2 The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12370/791 c/1 February 1837*
3 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12370/1121 c/12 February 1839*
4- The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12370/1121 c/21 February 1839.
3 KRO BG10/11/3, p 64- - 8 February 184-4-.
6 KRO BG10/11/4-, p 404- - 4- July 1830.
7 9 PLCs (184-3), P 31.
8 Ibid.
9 10 PLCs (1844), pp 27-9.
1 2 employment. Labourers continued to be in demand.
Canada remained a popular destination for emigrants throughout 
the 1 forties. In 18*4 the Commissioners pointed out that 639 out of 
91*f people settling in Canada in 18^3 v/ere sent by Poor Lav/
3
authorities. In the following year, the Colonial Land and Emigration 
authorities provided one bounty ship to Canada and 813 rate-assisted
rmigrants, including 26 from Hambledon Union, made the journey. The
conditions of these and succeeding drafts of emigrants v/ere improved
by the regulation that poor people should be equipped with bedding and
5
cooking utensils for the voyage.
The conditions of all migrants including the Poor Lav/ assisted
ones had been and often still were truly appalling. Little v/as
achieved by the Passenger Acts until three permanent commissioners were
appointed in 18^ -0 to oversee all forms of emigration. It v/as not
until l8*f2 that the government demanded that each migrant be provided
with minimum supplies of bread, biscuit, flour, oatmeal and rice or 
n
potatoes. Regulations were introduced controlling the size and 
structure of the berths, the v/ater containers and the number of life­
boats. Previously, passengers had travelled without^adequate equipment, 
food and money. Usually, there was no privacy at all betv/een decks with 
young and old, male and female, married and unmarried being herded 
together in as small a space as possible. Perhaps, the most promising 
aspect of the new law was that it gave the emigration service effective
1 Ibid.
2 11 PLCs (184-3), pp 31-4-.
3 10 PLCs (1844), p 27.
4 11 PLCs (I8*f3), PP 31-4- and Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12
12371/9995a/5 July 1844-.
3 Ibid.
6 MacDonagh 0., op. cit., p 136; Hitchens F. H., op. cit., pp 26, 37;
Roberts F. D., op. cit., pp4-3, 94-, 123? 206, 239-60, 319»
7 Section 6 of the 184-2 Passenger Act; MacDonagh 0., op. cit., p 14-8.
sanctions to use against brokers, agents and owners who ignored the 
rules. Overcrowding could lead to fines of £3 per capita and misconduct 
to the withdrawal of licences. For the first time, the powers of the 
emigration officers were clearly defined. The Passenger Acts of 1847
p
and 1848 built upon these foundations. The former act made the 
owners or charterers responsible for embarking sufficient food and 
water; ships that were forced to put back to port had to be revictualled; 
and all passenger ships had to be passed as shipworthy by professional
3
surveyors. The later act increased the allowance of space per 
passenger, required every vessel carrying more than a hundred 
passengers to have a cook and a physician, and laid down that every 
migrant be examined before embarkation and declared free from disease.
The commissioners were empowered to control life at sea by orders-in- 
council.^
In the«meantime, the rate of assisted emigration declined due to
5
the increased demand for labour m  England. However, the Surrey 
Boards of Guardians continued to encourage their unemployed to seek 
work in the colonies. Admittedly, there was a temporary end to the 
flow of emigrants to Canada as the Poor Lav/ Commissioners had predicted.^ 
Hov/ever, the last three years of the decade saw Canada restored to its 
former position as the paupers* first choice destination.
Throughout the *forties, Australia continued to attract increasing 
numbers of migrants. No doubt, as Sir George Nicholls pointed out, 
its increasing popularity had more than a little to do with the
1 10 and 11 Victoria c 103.
2 11 and 12 Victoria c 6.
3 MacDonagh 0., op. cit., pp 199-200.
4 Ibid, pp 210-2.
3 12 PLCs (1846), pp 32-6.
6 13 PLCs (184?)., p 34.
1discovery of gold. Moreover, as we have seen, the government made 
funds available for the free transportation of certain classes of 
labouring poor, including young unmarried women of fgood character1
p
who fulfilled certain conditions laid down by the central authority. 
Inspector Hall wrote to the Surrey Boards of Guardians in 1848 out­
lining a plan to finance the emigration of a limited number of girls 
3
from the area. The masters of workhouses were ordered to draw up
4
lists of suitable girls. However, only one Surrey girl, Julia Struth
5 6of Richmond Union, accepted the offer in 1848. Others followed later.
Encouraged by these successes Reigate Guardians asked the central
authority if young women with illegitimate babies could emigrate to
7Australia under the same-scheme. The Poor Law Board referred them to
g
the Colonial Land and Emigration Commissioners, who responded 
unfavourably, cvr:
Certainly, the Surrey Guardians showed increasing interest in 
Australia as a dumping ground for surplus labourers and,their families. 
Dorking Guardians, for instance, approached Messrs. Carter and Bowers, 
Emigration Agents, about the possibility of helping their paupers to
9
emigrate to Australia although they made little use of their facilities:
10only three young people from Surrey emigrated to Australia-in 1848-9.
1 Nicholls Sir G., op. cit., Vol. I, p 432.
2 Hitchens F. H., op. cit., pp 22-6; Land Commissioners to PLB,
1 August 1848: 1 PLB (1848), App 16, pp 33-4 •
3 Copies of the letter were entered into the Chertsey, Kingston and 
Richmond minutes: KRO BG1/11/4, p 234 - 11 April 1848; KRO BG8/11/3, 
p - 26 September 184-8; KRO BG10/11/4, p 127 - 6 April 1848.
4 For example at Chertsey: KRO BG1/11/4, p 293 - 12 December 1848.
3 KRO BG10/11/4, p 136 - 27 April 1848.
6 For example, Sarah Caulkett: Richmond Union to the PLB: PRO MH12
12399/48433/6 December 1836.
7 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MET12 12578/10/31 December 1851.
8 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12578/10/6 January 1851.
9 KRO BG2/11A* P  240 -  8 June 1848.
10 Ibid, p 246 - 6 July 1848 - Ann Watts; p 299 - 10 May 1849 - Charles
Read and George Reynolds.
In l84-9> the Poor Lav/ Board managed to pass a bill through
'I
parliament increasing its pov/ers to promote and assist emigration.
Boards of guardians v/ere even allowed to assist the emigration of
2
transported convicts* families. One of the cases which helped to
persuade the Government to agree to this humane reform occurred in
Surrey. In l8¥f, Epsom Guardians asked the Commissioners to sanction
the assisted passage of William and Elizabeth Bennet to Australia so
that they could join their father, a transported convict, who had
obtained a ticket of leave and v/as v/orking successfully in New South
3
Wales as a shepherd. The central authority refused on the grounds
that this v/as against government policy. When the guardians demurred
pointing out that they had already arranged their passage and informed 
A
the father, Sir James Graham, the Home Secretary, interceded on their
behalf as he had received a persuasive letter from Joseph Bennet*s 
5
employer. As a result, the Poor Lav/ Commissioners withdrew their 
objections and the children were sent off to join their father.
12 and 13 Victoria c 103, sec. 20 enabled unions to assist 
paupers to emigrate without first obtaining the sanction of the rate­
payers v/hen the sum to be spent on emigration did not exceed £10 per 
person and the total expenditure did not amount to more than half the 
annual poor rate for the three previous years. Chertsey Guardians: 
immediately arranged for ten paupers from Windlesham to emigrate to the
7
Cape of Good Hope under its terms. Unfortunately like many of their 
Surrey colleagues they found that the central authority was unable to
1 12 and 13 Victoria, c 103» sec 20.
2 2 PLB (184-9), p 12.
3 Epsom Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12238/4-14-3a/4- April 184-4-.
4- Epsom Union to the;PLCs: PRO MH12 12238/4-382a/13 April 1844.
3 Sir James Graham to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12238/3780a/29 April 184-4-.
6 The PLCs to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12238/3780a/1 May 184-4-.
7 Chertsey Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 121W30630/26 October 184-9.
sanction their expenditure as they had shipped their paupers before
'I
approaching the Poor Law Board. Other Surrey Unions made better
2 3use of the act: the Ellises of Hambledon and William Legg of Guildford
received assistance under its terms.
As a result of 13 and 14 Victoria c 101, sec. 4-, it became
possible to finance the emigration of deserted or orphaned children
out of the poor rates. Inspector E. C. Tufnell was wholeheartedly in 
favour of this measure and suggested that district schools should be
4established in the colonies to receive the young people. His 
colleague, Colonel Pigott, the Poor Law Inspector for Surrey, also
believed that the clause could help to solve some of Surrey*s out­
standing problems. As there v/as an unusually large number of orphaned 
and deserted children at Chertsey Pigott suggested that the guardians
make use of the new scheme. They refused to even consider such a
£
solution however. Other unions were only too pleased to rid themselves
of dependent children in this way and Reigate Guardians persuaded the
7 8Richbells in 1832' and the Rochesters in 1833- to emigrate to Australia
under the aegis of the scheme.
1 The PLB to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12146/03630/2 November 1849. 
Other examples of this kind:
The PLCs ;jto Epsom Union: PRO MH12 12237/4444a/23 April 1842.
The PLCs to Farnham Union: PRO MH12 12270/7065c/8 September 1837*
The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 12336/34788/ 6  September 1856. 
The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12393/6934/28 January 1831 •
The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12396/48298/14 December 1839*
The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12382/7131B/12 January 1866.
2 KRO BG7/11/3, P 243 - 18 September 1834.
3 KRO BG6/11/13, P 333 - 20 May 1863.
4 Ross A. M., *The Care and Education of Pauper Children in England
and Wales 1834-96*, (Ph.D. University of London 1933)? P 303-
3 Colonel Pigott to Chertsey Union: PRO MH12 12147/8681/16 March 1832.
6 Chertsey Union to Colonel Pigott: PRO MH12 12147/8681/18 March 1832.
7 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/46/3 January 1832.
8 Reigate Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 12378/3390/12 February 1833.
TA
BL
E 
XX
XI
II
: 
Th
e 
Nu
mb
er
 
of 
Su
rr
ey
 
Po
or
 
La
w 
Em
ig
ra
nt
s 
an
d 
Th
ei
r 
De
st
in
at
io
ns
 
Be
tw
ee
n 
l8
5*
f 
an
d 
18
71
(c
om
pi
le
d 
fr
om
 
un
io
n 
mi
nu
te
s 
an
d 
co
rr
es
po
nd
en
ce
)
ON
00
•4*in co-p
-4*
vo
CO
ON
iininco
con-
vo
on1
in
-4-
00
ON
VO
CO
ON
co
-p
-p -p -p
The 1 fifties saw a slight change in the Surrey pattern of
emigration: Australia became the most popular destination accounting
for 89 of the migrants, followed by Canada with 68, the USA with 21,
New Zealand with 19 anci the Cape of Good Hope with 12, In l85*f, the
Poor Lav/ Board explained that it had 1declined during the past year
to sanction any expenditure from the poor rate in aid of emigration to
the Australian colonies • •••• on the ground that the condition of those
colonies (appeared) to be such as of itself to attract largely voluntary
2and independent emigration.* However, the central authority was still
prepared to permit assisted passages in special circumstances. For
instance, although the Poor Law Board initially refused to sanction the
3
passage of James Saunders, his wife and six children to Australia,
Zf
they gave way when Epsom Guardians and Inspector Pigott pointed out 
that this pauper v/as never likely to obtain permanent employment in
c o 6
Epsom. Under similar circumstances, the Ellis family of Hambledon
n
had been allowed to emigrate to Australia in 185**. However, these 
v/ere rare exceptions to the general rule; most would-be Australian
g
settlers were refused assistance like Whitmore and Battey of Richmond,
9 10 11the Wheatleys of Hambledon, Ede of Reigate and the Fords of Kingston.
1 See Table XXX m
2 7 PLB (185*0, P 8.
3 The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 122*f0/2870*fB/13 July 1856.
k The PLB to Epsom Union: PRO MH12 122*K)/30028B/29 July 1856.
5 Epsom Union to the PLB: PRO MH12 122*1-0/30028/17 July 1856.
6 Signed note on the back of the above.
7 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12373/36360/31 October 185**.
8 The PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12599/33181/30 August 1852.
9 The PLB to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 1239V36922/1 November 185**-.
10 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 12597/3*f96l/l6 September 1856.
11 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12393/10730/2 April 1857.
By the 1860s the central authority had turned its face against
rate-aided emigration. In i860, it declared, *Y/e must consider that
at present emigration cannot be considered as any practical measure
for the repression of pauperism.1 Mr. C. P. Villiers, the President
of the Poor Lav/ Board, declared that *when we know the large amount of
capital in the country, and the great increase of it, and are also
cognisant of the demand for labour a few years since, I do not think
it would be v/ise of the Government to expend public money in the
2
promotion of emigration.* As a result, emigration almost ceased
betv/een i860 and 1871. Between 1833 and 1871, just over three thousand
paupers v/ere helped to emigrate as compared with nearly twenty-four
3
thousand in the previous nineteen years.
Between i860 and 1871 emigration markedly declined in Surrey.
There v/ere no emigrations to the USA, Cape Colony or New Zealand and
konly fourteen to Canada and eleven to Australia. Many would-be
emigrants were refused assistance. Mary Bozier and her child of
Kingston v/ere denied help in 1862 because Mary could not furnish the
5
central authority with evidence that she was married. The ;Coxes of
Richmond were refused aid because there v/ere no special circumstances
to support their application. Similarly, a Guildford family failed to
convince the central authority that there v/as any reason why their
7emigration to the USA should be rate-aided. However, a few humane 
exceptions v/ere made. Charles Chandler, an orphan boy, was allowed tog
join his uncle in Australia and a Kingston widow, Fanny McCarthy, and
9
her children v/ere given a rate-aided passage to Canada.
1 12 PLB (1839-60), p 19.
2 C. P. Villiers, 27 April 1863, Hansard Vol. CLXX, pp 81^-3.
3 23 PLB (1870-1), p ¥f1.
k See Table XXXIII.
3 The PLB to Kingston Union: PRO MH12 12398/2813^/3 July 1862.
6 The PLB to Richmond Union: PRO MH12 12600/^-2338 November 1863*
7 The PLB to Guildford Union: PRO MH12 123^1/31727B/9 August 1867.
8 The PLB to Reigate Union: PRO MH12 1238^/46021/7 December 1865.
9 KRO BG8/11/11, p 320 - 3 December 1871.
From the forgoing it can be seen that the Surrey Guardians only 
saw rate-aided emigration as a solution to the problems of a few of 
their paupers. In the period between 1834 and 1871, 44 labourers, 
their wives and children, 4-7 single men, seven single women, three 
widows and their children, seventeen young men or boys and six young 
girls were helped by their parishes to emigrate - a total of 411 
individuals. In addition, six persons v/ere granted rate-aid to join 
their relatives abroad.
There was never any doubt as to which v/ere the most popular 
destinations: 180 individuals or 43*2 per cent of the total made their 
way to Canada, 134 or 36.9 per cent to Australia, 34 or 8.1 per cent to
the USA, 29 or 7 P©** cent to Cape Colony and 20 or 4.8 per cent to New
•1
Zealand. No doubt far more people v/ould have emigrated to the USA if 
the central authority had been prepared to sanction rate-aid for this 
purpose. Canada and Australia owed much of their popularity to the 
provision of free passages.
A quinquennial analysis of the Surrey emigration figures shov/s 
that most activity took place in the period between 1840 and 1839* The 
Surrey Guardians v/ere slow to adopt emigration as a valid solution to 
the problems of their unemployed and only 21 or 3*8 per cent of the
total received aid in 1833-9* The * forties saw a considerable
acceleration in emigration: 69 or 16.3 per cent pf.all Surrey emigrants 
left the country in 1840-4 and 93 or 22.3 per cent in 1843-9* The 
movement reached its peak in the early 1fifties and then declined: in 
1830-4, 160 or 38.4 per cent of the emigrants left Surrey, in 1833-91 
49 or 11.8 per cent. During the ‘sixties, emigration v/as reduced to a 
dribble: eleven persons emigrated, some 2.6 per cent of the total, in 
1860-4 and ten or 2.4 per cent in 1863-9* During the last tv/o years of 
the period only four individuals or 1 per cent of the total obtained 
rate-aided passages.
1 Table XXXIII
It is interesting to note that emigration reached its peak in 
Surrey during the early ‘fifties when most of the unions enjoyed 
virtually full employment while the greatest periods of unemployment 
in the ‘thirties and ‘forties saw only a slow increase in emigration: 
180 migrants, some 4-3*8 per cent, left the county during this period, 
compared with 209 migrants or 30*2 per cent in the ‘fifties and 21 
emigrants or 3 P©*4 cent in the ‘sixties.
(f) INTERNAL MIGRATION
Rate-aided migration appealed even less to the Surrey Guardians 
than foreign emigration. The Surrey Guardians were unmoved by Chadwick*s
'i
letter of 23rd October, 1836 on the subject. The indefatigable
Secretary to the Poor Law Commissioners set up a Migration Agency to:
facilitate and superintend the movement of unemployed workers and
their families from the pauperized South to the industrialised North
2where the agency v/as to place them with suitable manufacturers.
Although some 10,000 families used the agency*s facilities, none
came from Surrey. The migration agents approached the Surrey Unions
but without success. The central authority did not give up hope
immediately and v/hen the parish officers of Cranleigh in Hambledon
Union applied for permission to aid the emigration of sixteen paupers
in 1837, the Poor Lav; Commissioners refused and suggested that the
guardians persuade the paupers to move north to the industrial areas
li.
v/here there v/as a demand for labour. The parish officers v/ere proof
against such blandishments and insisted on helping their paupers to
5 . .emigrate to Canada. Chadwick*s scheme was brought to an ignominious
end by the 1838 depression.
Only one other internal migration scheme is mentioned in the
Surrey records. In 183k, Hambledon Guardians were approached by
Messrs. Richardson and Whitworth who offered to transport selected
paupers to the manufacturing districts in the North and to find them
employment. But as there v/as full employment in Surrey at the time
7the guardians v/ere not interested in the offer.
1 For example at Godstone: KRO BG3/11/1, p 206 - k November 1836.
2 Finer S. E., op. cit., pp 123-^; Bedford A., Labour Migration in 
England, 1800-1830 (Manchester 1926), pp 96-101.
3 For example Dorking Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 12219/no no./
13 November 1836.
A The PLCs to Hambledon Union: PRO MH12 12370/791/1 February 1837*
3 Hambledon Union to the PLCs: PRO MH12 1237Q/1872c/9' March 1837.
6 Finer S. S., op. cit., p 12^ f.
7 KRO BG7/11/3, P 226 - 20 March 185 .^
